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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue two prvistons of the Court of Appeal have each more appeals 
remaining than was expected. In Court No. 1 there remain about 


|| 50, and in Court No. 2 about 40; but whereas in Court No. 1 
|| the appeals set down earliest are, roughly speaking, 3 months old, 


those in Court No. 2 are about 2 months old. These can scarcely 


|| be described as arrears. 





Mr. Justice Kexewicn has about 50-or 53 actions remaining in 


|| his list, many of which are at the present time not mature for 


hearing. An order for transfer of 80 more actions to the list of 
this judge from those of the other judges of the Chancery Division 
for the purpose of trial or hearing is in course of preparation, and 
will be made during the Vacation. 





Ir arrears more than probable that there will be very few, if 
any, courts sitting on Monday, the last day of the sittings, and 
that all the courts will not sit on Saturday. Mr. Justice Srietine 
takes chamber business on Saturday and Monday, and Mr. Justice 
Cuirry has appointed to take the same class of business on 
Monday. . 





Ir wit ne observed from the Vacation notice that although 
Mr. Baron Pottock has determined to sit in chambers on Wednes- 
days, beginning on the 21st inst., at 10 o’clock, before sitting in 
court at 11 o’clock, he has yet left himself at liberty to appoint a 
further time for any cases in chambers whick cannot be con- 
veniently disposed of. This, it may be hoped, will enable the 
learned judge to take his seat in court each day at the appointed 
time. 





Turre 13 probably some ground for the objection Mr. Justice 
Kay bas to making an order by consent when only one counsel is 
instructed for all parties. It happens frequently that a counsel 
gets upin court and states his desire to take an ‘‘ order by consent,” 
and most of the judges assent, provided the order asked for is ia 
accordance with the rules and the practice of the court. Mr. Justice 
Kay, however, considers that, as there are more parties than one 
to any compact, there should be an opportunity on all sides of 
having independent advice. 





On Tuurspay ast, in Tuck v. The Southern Oounties Deposit 
Bank (Limited), the Court of Appeal gave a somewhat startling 
decision on section 5 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. This provides 
that a bill of sale shall be void, except as against the grantor, in 
respect of any personal chattels of which he was not the ‘rue owner 
at the time of the execution of the bill of sale. It has usually 
been assumed that this contemplates the exclusion of after- 
acquired property, but in the above case a tor first gave an 
absolute bill of sale to his wife, and then a bill of sale by way of 
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mortgage to the defendants. Corron and Fry, L.JJ., held that, at 
the time of the second bill, he was no longer the “ true owner,” and 
that consequently it was void except as against himself; but Lopes, 
L.J., differed, and regarded the section as referring only to after- 
acquired property. The decision is obviously one of great import- 
ance, and will introduce a large additional risk into the taking of 
bills of sale. We propose, therefore, to examine the grounds of it 
more fully at a future time. It should be noted that the second 
of the bills of sele in question was registered, the first was not. 





WE rustisu elsewhere the result of the most keenly-contested 
election of members of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society which has occurred in recent years. We believe that the 
number of votes recorded largely exceeded the greatest number 
ever before given, and, as the society now includes in its member- 
ship more than 6,000 out of the 14,000 solicitors in England, the 
issue of the election may be taken to be a fair representation of profes- 
sional opinion. We are glad to see that Mr. Exterr heads the poll ; 
his extremely honourable position, ahead even of one of the most 
valuable and respected members of the council, indicates not merely 
that great acuteness and ability, devoted—to an extent not very 
common among country members of the council—to the work of 
the society, meets with due appreciation; but also that, in the 
opinion of the electors, the efficient representation on the council 
of the views and wishes of the profession in general, and not merely 
of the London branch, is more than ever necessary. The addition to 
the council of Mr. H. H. Fowrer, M.P., is a step in the same 
direction. Like Mr. Extert, he is not a worshipper of the fetish 
of respectable routine. The three candidates who based their can- 
didature on the question of the repeal of the certificate duty are at 
the bottom of the poll, and are beaten by the candidate who pro- 
posed that the matter should be submitted to the decision of the 
whole body of solicitors. We do not think, however, that much 
importance can be attached to this as a manifestation of the feeling 
of the profession on the question of the certificate duty. At most 
it is only an affirmation that the present time, when it is not 
clear that the Land Transfer Bill is out of the way, is not a suitable 
one for raising the question. There are other elements which 
probably affected the vote. The recent action of the council on 
the Land Transfer question no doubt largely influenced the re- 
election and position of the retiring members, and the new can- 
didates who were elected were well-known men, known to be 
sound on that question. 





Writtne on tHe sunsect of “Prisoners as Witnesses” a few 
years ago, Mr. Justice Srerpuen remarked that ‘it may seem para- 
doxical to say so, but it is nevertheless true that the class of accused 
persons who will get least advantage from having their mouths 
opened are those -who are entirely innocent of and unconnected with 
the crime of which they are charged—persons who have nothing to 
conceal and nothing to explain.” It is rather remarkable that 
the learned judge should this week have presided at the trial 
of a case in which, not only did the prisoner get no advantage from, 
but it seems probable that conviction was due to, her mouth 
being opened. Down to the time of Mrs. Maysricx’s state- 
ment, a verdict of ‘not guilty” did not seem improbable. It 
was not established beyond doubt that the deceased died of 
arsenical poisoning; the facts did not shew beyond doubt that, 
even if he died from arsenic, Mrs. Maysrick administered it. 
There was no proof that she purchased arsenic, except in the fly- 

apers ; there was the clearest evidence that the deceased had been 
in the habit of taking arsenic. There were doubtless many circum- 
stances of the gravest suspicion, and there was the statement of 
the prisoner to her paramour that her husband was “sick unto 
death,”’ made at a time when the doctors had not suggested that he 
was dangerously ill. But there was probably doubt enough to 
prevent a jury from convicting. When, however, the prisoner 
admitted in her statement that she had placed a white powder in 
the meat juice, the die was cast. All Sir Cuantes Russett could 
do wus to urge that, while, “ at first sight,” the statement was “a 
self-incriminating one,” it was ‘‘a remarkable one, and made under 
remarkable circumstances, and the jury must make such allowances 
as they thought fit.” It may be surmised that the effect on the 
jury of the observations made by the learned judge on this state- 








ment, towards the close of his summivg-up, turned the scale and 
ensured the conviction. 





Mr. Wotsrennotme has prefixed to the fifth edition of the now 
combined works on the Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts, 
edited by himself and Mr. Turner, a short preface of great 
importance. He premises that ‘‘the most perfected new system 
[of land transfer |—namely, that introduced by Lord Carns’ Act 
of 1875, and upon which the recent Government Bills have been 
modelled—was a failure as regards extensive usefulness, not 
because there was any indisposition to adopt it, for it has been 
adopted in many cases where suitable, but because it did not answer 
the general requirements of landowners. In the recent Bills it was 
sought to hide failure by resorting to compulsion, and the result is 
that the Bill of this session has. failed to pass the House of Lords 
mainly on account of the compulsory clauses. But compulsion 
would only render failure more certain ; every hindrance, mistake, 
or delay would be magnified by discontented persons compelled to 
adopt a new system against their will. Delay, at least, there 
must often be in a Government legal office, where the staff would 
be kept down to the lowest possible limit.” It would hardly be 
possible to state more clearly or tersely this portion of the argu- 
ment against compulsion; but the important matter is that in the 
subsequent part of the preface Mr. WoLstrennoLme makes a practical 
suggestion for an alternative system of land registry which 
deserves consideration, owing both to its source, its boldness, and 
its novelty. At present we can do no more than indicate the 
general nature of the scheme. The proposal is to constitute a 
voluntary land register, after the fashion of the Stock Register 
kept by the Bank of England. This register would be kept by a 
public company, a large portion of whose capital would be deposited 
with the Government as a guarantee fund, the company to be 
allowed to make a small profit on all transactions. They would be 
“a general guarantee and trust company, and would insure to each 
registered owner the value of his land in case he is dispossessed, 
and also insure him against incumbrances.” The advantages Mr. 
Wotsten HOLME mentions would be, that for its owa sake the company 
would conduct the business of registration properly in order to 
attract business ; it would givethe utmost possible facilities for first 
registration and subsequent dealings with land, and on first 
registration would, in consideration of an insurance premium, 
take the risk of registering titles, practically safe, though not 
technically good—a risk, which Mr. Wotsrennotme says, “the 
registrar in a Government office will never take, having over him 
the fear of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, should a claim be 
made under the guarantee of title.’ The advantages which the 
writer does not mention would, we suppose, be that, when once 
public confidence was established, property would be simply sold or 
mortgaged with the guarantee of the ‘“‘ Land Bank of England” ; 
no abstract would be delivered, and the purchase would be com- 
pleted at once in the ordinary way. The scheme is, of course, 
only hitherto developed in the barest outline, but the conception 
of a great land registry company, of which solicitors might be 
the managers and the chief shareholders, is certainly a proposal 
worth considering, and we should be glad to see the idea 
worked out in more detail by Mr. Wotsrennotme. 





In THE case of Re The Union Plate Glass Co. (reported elsewhere) 
Mr. Justice Kay has differed from the opinion recently expressed by 
Mr. Justice Norrn in Re Barrow Hematite Steel Co. (39 Ch. D. 
582) and Re Quebrada Railway, Land, and Copper Oo. (40 Ch. D. 
363) with regard to the power conferred on the court by the Com- 
panies Act, 1867, to sanction a reduction of capital. That Act 
provides, by section 9, that a company may, under certain circum- 
stances, by special resolution reduce its capital, and, by section 11, 
the court is to confirm the reduction if it is satisfied that creditors 
have either assented, or had their debts discharged, or have been 
properly secured ; and further provisions to insure that thesw re- 
quirements are observed are contained in sections 13 and 14. But 
in all this there is no hint as to the internal arrangements of the 
company under which the reduction is to be effected, and in par- 
ticular whether it is to take place upon all shares rateably, or 
upon some kind or kinds of shares to the exclusion of the rest. 
In Re Barrow Hematite Steel Co. the company applied ta 
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the court to sanction the reduction of the whole capital by 
one-fourth, but this was opposed by certain preference share- 
holders, who contended that under the terms of the issue to them 
they were not liable to reduction. This contention Nortn, J., 
overruled, and sanctioned the proposal of the company, but he 
first expressed his opinion that there was nothing in the Act 
which required that the reduction should be spread, either equally 
or rateably, over all the shares in the company. The Act, he said, 
did not touch the point. In Re Quebrada Railway, Land, and 
Copper Co. the converse case occurred, and the scheme was to 
reduce the ordinary shareholders only, leaving the preference 
shares untouched. This was at first demurred to by the court, on 
the ground that primd facie all shares ought to be reduced rate- 
ably, and that it did not appear that the ordinary shareholders had 
expressly sanctioned any other course. Subsequently the matter 
was expressly submitted to them, with the result that only an 
insignificant minority dissented. Norru, J., then sanctioned the 
reduction. In the present case Kay, J., has drawn a directly 
opposite conclusion from the silence of the Act, and has decided 
that as there are no special clauses similar to those relating to 
creditors, to secure the rights of particular classes of shareholders, 
it is not permissible for some to be placed in a worse position than 
the rest. 





In a REcENT case of Reinhardt v. Mentasti (reported elsewhere) 
Mr. Justice Kexewicn decided a somewhat nice point on the maxim 
“ gic utere tuo ut alienum non ledas, but the result appears to be in 
accordance with the authorities. The defendants, in the course of 
altering their hotel, placed a cooking-stove of considerable heating 
power in a basement-room not previously used as a kitchen; more- 
over it did not occupy the position of the former fireplace. The 
plaintiff's house was separated from the hotel only Wy a party-wall, 
and adjoining the room in question was his wine-cellar, which was 
rendered useless for the purpose by the great heat that passed into 
it. It is by no means easy to say which of the numerous acts 
which may cause annoyance to a neighbour are justifiable in law, 
but the true principle was clearly expressed by Bramwe tt, B., in 
Bamford v. Turnley (3 B. & 8. 83), when he said that ‘‘ acts neces- 
sary for the common and ordinary use and occupation of land and 
houses may be done, if conveniently done, without subjecting 
those who do them to an action”; and elsewhere, that this 
was simply the rule of ‘‘give and take, live and let live.” 
Though probably Lord Hatssury, C., carried this a good 
deal further when he paraphrased it, in Fleming v. Hyslop 
(11 App. Cas. 697), by saying that “what makes life 
less comfortable and causes sensible discomfort and annoyance 
is a proper subject of injunction.” The amount of actual annoy- 
ance seems to be not so much in question as whether, in the 
natural course of events, the neighbour is likely to retaliate in the 
same manner, or, in other words, whether it is due, as above 
stated, to the ordinary use of the house. This consideration 
underlies the judgment of Sir Grorcr Jesset, M.R., in Broder v. 
Saillard (2 Ch. D. 692), where the nuisance complained of was 
the noise made by horses in a stable adjoining the plaintiff’s house. 
That this was a real annoyance, and indeed seriously interfered 
with the sleep of the master of the house, there was no doubt, and 
as it was not a result to be anticipated from the ordinary juxta- 
position of dwellings, it was not justifiable. In the present case 
the nuisance is much less, and perhaps slighter than in any pre- 
vious case in which the court has interfered ; but although fires are 
usual enough, and the heat from them may pass through into a 
neighbouring house, yet this is only likely to be serious where the 
site of the original fireplace is not used, and this element, conflict- 
ing with ordinary user, was apparently just sufficient to exclude 
the justification which would otherwise have existed. 





Tue questioy of the extent of the right to treat a witness as 
hostile, so as to be able to ask leading questions in the examina- 
tion in chief or in re-examination, was raised before the Court of 
Appeal in the recent case of Price v. Manning (ante, p. 642). 
The plaintiff put the defendant into the box, and in re-examination 
claimed the right te treat him as hostile. Mr. Justice Kay dis- 
allowed the questions. The plaintiff appealed, and on appeal it 
was urged that the opposite party was necessarily a hostile witness, 





and reliance was placed upon a dictum of Bxst, C.J., in Olarke v. 
Saffery (Ry. & Moo. 126), that a counsel could, “as a matter of 
right,’ cross-examine a witness called by his own client, if such 
witness stood in a situation “which of necessity makes him 
adverse.” The Court of Appeal, however, disagreed with this 
ruling, and agreed with Lord Trnrerven (Bastin v. Carew, Ry. & 
Moo. 127) in holding that ‘in each particular case there must be 
some discretion in the presiding judge as to the particular way in 
which the examination shall be conducted.’ There was, there- 
fore, no absolute right to treat the opposite party as hostile 
without the permission of the judge. It will be remembered that 
in Rice v. Howard (34 W. R. 532, 16 Q. B. D. 681), where the 
question arose under section 22 of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 125), which enables a party to 
contradict his own witness if the latter “shall in the opinion of 
the judge prove adverse,” it was held that the judge had an 
absolute discretion under the section, and that his decision could 
not be reviewed. The judge appears to have the same absolute 
discretion as to holding a witness to be adverse for the purpose of 
cross-examining and discrediting him. 








THE RIGHT TO THE POSSESSION AND 
PRODUCTION OF DEEDS. 


I.—(1) Rient ro Possxssion. 


Introductory remarks.—There are two rights of very different 
natures which are often confounded—the right to the possession of 
deeds, commonly called the right to possession, and the right to 
have them produced when they are in the custody or possession of 
another person, commonly called the right to production. 

As a general rule the person entitled to the first estate in free- 
hold of land has a legal right to the possession of all the muniments 
of title, but it often happens that some other person has a right, 
arising either from operation of law or from express contract, to 
have them produced for the purpose of manifesting his title. The 
former right may arise either from his having some interest in the 
land belonging to the person who possesses the deeds, or from his 
owning land held under a common title with that belonging to 
that person. 

We shall in the first place discuss the right to the possession of 
deeds, and secondly the right to production. 

The right to the deeds follows the estate.—‘‘ Primd facie a person 
in possession of an estate that gives a freehold interest at the 
least, has a right to the custody of the deeds; they are not con- 
sidered at law as chattels, but follow and are incident to the estate 
in the hands of the owner. At law they belong of right to the 
owner, and do not goto the executor” (per Lord Lovensonoven, C., 
Strode v. Blackburne, 3 Ves., at p. 225). The statement that the 
title deeds to land are not chattels is not quite correct. They 
are chattels in the hands of the owner of the land in fee simple, so 
that he can deal with them as chattels, but as between his heir 
and executors they are not chattels: see 9 Ed. 4, 53, pl. 15. 
‘“‘It is an established principle, that whoever is entitled to the 
land has also a right to all the title deeds affecting it” (per Lord 
Tenrenven, C.J., Harrington v. Price, 3 Barn. & Ad., at p. 173). 
“The right to the estate confers the right to the possession of the 
title deeds” ( per Suapen, C., Smith v. Chichester, 2 Dr. & W., 
at p 402). r 

It is perhaps worth noting that “charters of inheritance being 
in a chest or box sealed, if the possessor thereof dies, the charters 
shall go to the heir, and the box, if it was open, to the executors, 
but inasmuch as it is sealed, whereby the charters and the box are 
become one entire thing, and inasmuch as the charters are more 
precious than the box, therefore the heir who has the property of 
the charters shall have the box also, and not the executors”: The 
Case of Mines, Plowd. 323a. The rule is the same when a tenant 
in tail dies without issue, as between his executors and the remain- 
derman: Bro. Ab. Charters de Terre, 52. 

Tenant for life.—In accordance with this doctrine, a legal tenant 
for life of freeholds is entitled, as between himself and the remain- 
derman, to the custody of the title deeds as a matter of right (per 
Jzsset, MR., Leathes y. Leathes, 5 Ch. D., at p. 222). See to 
the same effect Garner v. Hannyngton (22 Beay. 627), Allwood v. 


| Heywood (1 H. & C. 745). Tt used to be thought that this rule 
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applied only as between a father tenant for life and the remainder- | 
man his son: Pyncent v. Pyncent (3 Atk. 571), Warren v. Rudall 
(1J. & H. 1); and that, as between strangers, the tenant for | 
life could not, contrary to the wish of the remainderman, have the | 
deeds delivered to him if they happened to be in court. But this | 
view appears to be erroneous, and it is apprehended that the right 
of the tenant for life does not depend whether the remainderman | 
is or is not a stranger: Leathes vy. Leathes (5 Ch. D., at p. 223), 
Ivie v. lvie (1 Atk. 430). 

This rule probably does not apply to the case of a lease for life 
at a rent, and porsibly not to the case where the owner in fee | 
ercates a life estate without more: Dr. Leyfield’s case (10 Rep., at | 
p. 93a). Though this may now be doubtful, as under the Settled 
Land Acts the tenant for life is the person who can sell, &c., the 
land, and is therefore the person who requires the use of the deeds. 

The ancient authorities, which are collected in the arguments to 
Foster v. Crabb (12 C.B., at p. 144, Vin. Ab. Detinue C. Fuaits Z. : 
see also 4 Hen. 7, 10, pl. 4) are extremely difficult to understand. 
Possibly the reasons for the decisions depend upon some points of 
pleading or practice which have been long since disused. For 
instance, in many cases where a tenant for life had a real action 
brought against him, he was allowed to call on the owner of the 
first estate of inheritance to defend it, which was a reason for 
allowing the latter to hold the deeds. Again, there was a distinc- 


tion between an alienation with warranty, in which case the | 


alienor retained the deeds, and one without warranty, in which 
case the alienee had the deeds: see post. 

An exceptional case appears to be where, on the creation of 
estates for life and in remainder, the deed is delivered to the 
remainderman, as in that case he may keep it: Bro. Ab. Charters 
de Terre, pl. 16, 47 Ed. 3, 18, pl. 36. 

In one care, at least (Zaylor v. Sparrow, 4 Giff. 703), an equit- 
able tenant for life was allowed to retain the deeds as against the 
trustees who had the legal estate with no active duties to perform : 
see Langdale vy. Briggs (8 De G. M. & G. 391); and eee post 
Trustees. In another case (Re Burnaby, W. N. (1889), 124), 
where the equitable tenant for life was himself one of the trustees, 
it was held that he was entitled to the custody of the deeds, on his 
undertaking not to part with them except with the consent of the 
co-trustees, and to produce tiem to the co-trustees on all reasonable 
occasions. 

It should, perhaps, be observed that a doweress must deliver the 
deeds to the heir on his confirming her title: Anna Bedingfield’s 
case (9 Rep., at p. 18a), Burdon vy. Burdon (1 Salk. 252), Tourle 
v. Rand (2 Br. C. C., at p. 652). 

Order against tenant for life to bring deeds into court.—There 
are two cases, and two only,in which the court will take the deeds 


out of the custody of the tenant for life: Leathes vy. Leathes | 


(5 Ch. D., at p. 223). 

(1) Where he has been guilty of misconduct so that the 
safety of the deeds is endangered ; 

(2) Where the rights of others intervene, and it becomes 
necessary for the court to take charge of the de:ds in 
order to carry out the administration of the property. 

Many of the earlier cases depend on the exploded doctrine 
mentioned above, that a remainderman who is a stranger to the 
tenant for life has a right to have the deeds brought into court for 
safe custody, and therefore we do not cite them. 

Examples of the first part of this rule will be found in Lr parte 
Rogers (26 Ch. D. 31), where the husband of a lady who was legal 
tenant for life became bankrupt, and the deeds were ordered into 
court notwithstanding the opposition of the trustee in bankruptcy ; 
and in Jenner y. Morris (L. R. 1 Ch. 603), where the tenant 


for life, after the institution of a suit for raising portions, took the | 


title deeds abroad, and afterwards, under an order, brought them 
into court. When the purposes of the suit were at an end, he 
applied to have the deeds delivered out to him. This application 
was opposed by the mortgagees of the portions term. 
refus:d by Kinperstry, V.C., and by Knicur Brecr, L.J. But 
Turver, L.J., was of opinion that the deeds ought to be delivered 
up to the tenant for life on his giving security for their production 
at all reasonable times, and for their return into court if necessary, 
and an order in those terms was made by consent. 

If the tenant for life delivers the deeds to a person who has no 
interest in the property the remainderman can insist on their being 


7 


brought into court: Ford y. Perring (1 Ves. jun. 72). 





It was | 


Examples of the second branch of the rule will be found in 
Stanford v. Roberts (L. R. 6 Ch, 307) and Brigstocke v. Mansel 
(3 Mad. 47). It should, perhaps, be noticed that, if the deeds are 
in the hands of a stranger, they may be ordered to be brought into 
court on the application of the remainderman, though the tenant 
for life is satisfied: Ford vy. Perring (1 Ves. jun. 72). 

Delivery out of deeds brought into court.—ln Webb v. Lymington 
and Webb v. Webb (1 Ed. 8), Lord Norrurneton ordered the deeds 
which had been brought into court for the purposes of a suit to be 
delivered out to the tenant for life on the purposes of the suit 
being satisfied, observing that it was his opinion that the tenant 
for life should have the possession of the deeds, except when 


| brought into court, under an order of court, for safe custody: 


see the order, 8 Ves. 322 note. On a similar application being 
made in Hicks v. Hicks to Kenyon, M.R., it is stated in 2 Dick. 
650 that he declined to make it, on the grounds that, when deeds 
are in the hands of a tenant for life, the court will not take them 
from him, but that, when they are not in his hands, the court will 
not order them to be delivered to him. According to the note in 
1 Ed. 9 this report is probably incorrect. Duncombe v. Mayer (8 
Ves. 820) is not of much value as an authority, as all that it 
decides is that, where the tenant for life and the trustees agree 
in the application, the deeds will be delivered out to them. It 
| does not appear what were the nature of the trusts. 

Plunkett vy. Lewis (6 Ha. 65) is rather a singular case. The 
deeds were brought into court by the executors under the common 
order for production in a creditor’s suit. After the debts were 
| paid the court declined to give them out to the tenant for life, but 
| ordered them to be delivered out to the person who had brought 
them in. It may be observed on this case that the court made no 
decision as to who was entitled to the custody of the deeds. Ap- 
parently, as soon as they had been delivered out, the tenant for 
life could have taken proceedings at law to recover them from the 
person to whom they had been delivered: see Hx parte Gillard 
(3 Deac. 486). 








EARLY MANORIAL COURTS. 


In the second of their publications* the Selden Society have printed 
extracts from a number of early rolls which illustrate in a very 
| striking manner the procedure of early manorial and other local 
| courts. These include the rolls of ordinary manorial courts, the rolls 
| of a great honour, the rolls of a court on the Royal demesne, the rolls 
of an ancient hundred court fallen into private hands, and the rolls 
of the court of a fair. For ordinary manorial courts, use has been 
| made of the rolis which belonged to the Abbey of Bec, and which 
|now belong to King’s College, Cambridge. The abbey possessed a 
| large number of manors in various parts of England, and in the 
thirteenth century these appear to have been under one management, 
| Probably the steward made his tour through the country twice a 
| year, carrying the rolls with him, and if this was generally the case 
on large scattered estates it must bave had an important effect in 
| producing uniformity in manorial customs and manorial justice. 
| Some fifteen of the manors have been selected, and the rolls extracted 
range from 1246 to 1296. In his preface the editor remarks on the 
ancient union of jurisdictions which at a later date were exercised 
in different manorial courts, the court leet, the court baron, and the 
customary court, and this is amply borne out by the rclls in question, 
which refer to matters of very various descriptions. The majority of 
| entries, however, relate to disputes as to the possession of lands, and 
| violations by the villans of their duties to the lord, as by neglecting 
| or performing carelessly their customary services, marrying without 
| licence, &c. Most noteworthy, perhaps, are the indications of the 
| introduction of trial by jury, and of the manner in which this was 
treated as a benefit which a suitor might purchase from the lord, 
paying an additional sum if the verdict was in his favour. Thus, in 
| 1248, in the manor of Weedon Beck, GEOFFREY SWEYNE, the claimant 
| to certain lands, offered 2s. to have a jury, but if he recovered he was 
| to give 203. 
Special interest attaches to the next set of extracts, which are 
| from the rolls of the court held by the Abbot of Ramsey for his 
| honour of Broughton. This was quite disiinct from the courts 
| held for the numerous manors of the Abbey, and is a good example 
| of a feudal court as opposed to a manorial court. The reason why 
| Such courts are not of more frequent occurrence probably lies in the 
| fact that, practically, they were of little use. All the freehold 





| 





* Selden Scciety. Select Pleas in Manorial and other Seignorial Courts 


Vol. I. Reigns of Henry ILI, and Edward I. Edited by F. W. Maitland. 
| Bernard Quaritch. 
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tenants, or at least those whose holdings were of any considerable 
size, were bound to attend, either every three weeks or at the full courts 
held twice a year; but those who were present had often little to do 
except to receive the essoins or excuses of those who were absent. 
Occasionally the more serious duty fell on them of electing four knights 
to attend the king in his wars, and this had to be done in 1259 upon 
the occasion of a Welsh war. But it appears to have been as difficult to 
induce the knights to accept this service as to attend the court, and 
both duties to be enforced by numerous distresses. The Earl of 
Oxford was notorious for his recusancy, and we read of horse after 
horse being taken by distraint, but without effect. Probably his 
tenants were the real losers. The extracts from the rolls of the 
honour of Broughton are followed by some taken from those of the 
same Abbot’s ordinary manorial courts. He had obtained from King 
John an express grant of the view of frank pledge over all his land, 
or, in other words, of the criminal jurisdiction incident to a court leet, 
and it is important to notice in connection with this that each session 
of the court begins with the swearing in of a jury of presentment. 
Upon this institution the editor advances in the introduction a novel 
theory to which we shall again refer. 

Next come extracts from the rolls of the Abbot of Ramsey’s manor 
of King’s Ripton in Huntingdonshire. This manor was ancient 
demesne land of the king, and the tenants upon it were therefore in 
the enjoyment of peculiar privileges. In particular their services 
could not be increased from what they had been in the time of the 
royal ownership. The result was {o raise up & race of men very 
tenacious of their lands and customs, and numerous entries shew the 
jealousy with which the intrusion of outsiders was watched. The 
rolls also differ from previous ones in containing frequent surrenders, 
and these are made at that early date (1288—1303) to the use (ad 
opus) of the new tenant. The lord himself, moreover, is equally liable 
with his tenants to the jurisdiction of the court, and one action 
against him, brought by Joan, daughter of William of Alconbury, is 
shewn in all its stages. Three summonses fail to make him 
appear, and he is distrained upon three several times. After this he 
begins a process of essoining, and so excuses himself from attending 
at three more courts. At length he sends his attorney, the case 
comes to trial, and he wins it. The Abbot of Ramsey also had an 
important fair at St. Ives, and extracts from the rolls of the court of 
the fair shew this institution in full operation. Many of the entries 
relate to mercantile disputes, and occasionally the whole body of 
merchants is summoned to form a court to settle them. But as this 
jurisdiction, for the time being, superseded all other local courts, it 
was necessary also to provide for the peace of the assembled multi- 
tude. The volume concludes with extracts from the rolls of the 
court of the hundred of Whorwelsdown, situate in the west of Wilt- 
shire. This had passed into the hands of the Abbess of Romsey, and 
as few records of the kind are to be met with they are of special 
interest. Among other matters they illustrate the manner in which 
the tithingmen made presentments of offences committed within their 

istricts 


But not the least valuable part of the volume is the introduction, 
in which the editor states the conclusions at which he has arrived, 
and advances some novel theories. We have already referred to the 
confusion noticeable in matters which were afterwards the subject of 
separate manorial jurisdictions. It has been usual to say that the 
court leet was derived from the sheriff's tourn, and it was the theory 
of the royal lawyers of the time of Edward I. that its criminal 
jurisdiction depended upon express grant from the Crown. But the 
Placita de Quo Warranto, in which that sovereign sought to 
establish his rights through the length and breadth of the land, have 
8 different tale to tell, and shew that from very early times the lords 
of manors had assumed, amongst others, the two jurisdictions known 
as the view of frank-pledge and the assize of beer, with the result 
that it was conceded in 1290 that continuous seisin of them from 
before the coronation of Richard I. should be an answer to the in- 
quiry quo warranto. But if the criminal jurisdiction of the manorial 
courts, which afterwards became courts leet, may thus be shewn to 
be ancient, the mode of procedure by presentment of a jury is sur- 
mised to be of much later growth. In this respect it is admitted to 
be based upon the sheriff’s tourn, and the editor suggests that the 
origin of the latter is to be found in the Assize of Clarendon of 1166, 
The ordinance of that year provides that inquiry shall be made by 
twelve men of the hundred and four men of every township con- 
cerning robbers, murderers, and thieves before the justices or the 
sheriffs. When, then, in the next century, the sheriffs are found to be 
proceeding by presentment of juries they are merely carrying out this 
provision, and the editor’s theory is that the new institution was 

ily copied in the manorial courts. Bishop STuBBs says, indeed, 

that the leet jury is of much more ancient date, but he a to 
{ndge from general indications and not from actual reco’ Mr. 
prefers to follow them to their earliest occurrence in ex- 

tant court rolls, and then to go no further back than is necessary to 
find a probable occasion for their introduction. The theory has, at 
any rate, the merit of requiring the smallest amount of assumption. 








There is also an elaborate discussion of the question whether the 
libera curia, the court of tenants, was in its nature manorial or 
feudal—that is, whether it was held only as incident to a manor, or 
wherever a lord had free tenants holding under him; and of the 
reason for the theoretical requirement that there must be two free- 
hold tenants at least to constitute a manor. As to the former, the 
editor inclines to the feudal theory, but shews how courts simply 
feudal were gradually deprived of their jurisdiction, civil and 
criminal, and so died out ; while, as to the latter, it is suggested that 
the freeholders were origin ally the we for the whole court of 
freeholders and villans, or, rather, as he prefers to put it, judgment- 
finders under the presidency of the steward. The reasoning upon 
which these conclusions are based will abundantly repay perusal, and 
the volume, as a whole, is of great importance for the early soci 
history of the country. 








REVIEWS. 
THE RAILWAY AND CANAL TRAFFIC ACTS. 


THE RAILWAY AND CANAL TrarrFic Acts, 1854 To 1888, By H. R. 
Daruineton, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & Satin 

THE NEw Law AND PRACTICE OF RAILWAY AND CANAL TRAFFIC, 
BEING THE RAILWAY AND CANAL TRAFFIC AcT, 1888, AND THE 
RULES OF PROCEDURE IN THE COURT OF THE RAILWAY AND CANAL 
Commission. By RoBERT WOODFALL, Barrister-at-Law. William 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

THE PRACTICE OF THE RAILWAY AND CANAL Commission. By Ae 
KAYE BUTTERWORTH, LL.B., Solicitor. Butterworths. 


Mr. Darlington’s book contains an annotated edition of the statutes 
under which the Railway and Canal Commissioners obtain their 
jurisdiction and of the rules, preceded by an introduction containing 
a terse and clear summary of their history and contents. The notes 
to the Acts are full, and state very satisfactorily the results of the 
decisions. 

Mr. Woodfall’s work is confined to the Act of 1888 and the recent 
rules, and contains an introduction briefly stating the results of 
the former Acts and summarizing the provisions of the recent Act. 
The notes are useful as far as they go, but would, we think, be im- 
proved by the insertion of statements of the effect of many of the 
cases referred to in the footnotes. 

Mr. Butterworth’s book is restricted to the procedure before the 
commission, and is intended as a supplement to his treatise on the 
law relating to rates and traffic. The text, however, of the Traffic 
Acts is given in part 2, with short notes. The portion of the book 
relating to procedure is clearly written, and there is a useful time 
— giving the time limited for the various steps, with references 
to the rules. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
COUNSEL’S CLERK’S FEES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Ord. 65, r. 51, prescribes in express terms the fees payable to 
counsel’s clerks. The rule is invariably adopted by the taxing masters, 
as some of us know to our cost, and it is recognized in Lincoln’s-inn. 
But in the Temple it is either unknown or a vigorous attempt is 
being made to patho it. During the past month I have had to 
check and settle a great many lists from the Temple, and £2 9s. 6d. 
instead of £2 7s., £11 10s. instead of £11, L16 10s. instead of 
£16 5s., and £27 10s. instead of £27 are invariably charged. 

I should like to ask whether the experience of other firms is the 
same, and what course they adopt ? - 

Iam not an agitator, but I really think if this abuse continues 
I shall join the ranks of those who desire to abolish clerks’ fees 
altogether. : 

Can the learned Templars be aware of what their clerks are doing. 
and of the consequent loss to solicitors which the practice occasions ? 

Aug. 5. SoLiciTor. 





STAMP ON AGREEMENT WITH A COMPANY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—I should be glad of enlightenment on this point. A com- 
pany enters into a simple agreement with an individual, and at 
the end of the t there are the usual form of words, ‘‘ In 


witness whereof the company has hereto caused its common seal to 


pan 
be affixed, and the said A. B. has set his hand the day and year first 
above written.” The agreement is —— in duplicate, and each 
party executes one part. The part by 


the company is stamped 
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10s,, and the part under the hand of A. B. is then stamped 6d., and 


subsequently produced at a certain public office for registration. | 


Objection is taken because there is not a 10s. stamp onit. And yet 
it conforms to the requirements of the Stamp Act, asit can scarcely be 
contended that the inability of a company to “ set its hand ”’ only, and 
the consequent use of a seal, thereby turns the simple agreement into 
a deed. 

I should be glad to know how it is usual to deal with cases of this 
sort, as it seems a fraud on those concerned to try and exact the higher 
rate of duty. A SOLICITOR. 

9, Walbrook, London, E.C., August 6. 


CHAMBER ORDERS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The object of orders being drawn up by the chief clerks was 
to save expense, and it may be that that end is attained, but, if it is 
att ained, it is at the expense of the solicitor, as the following facts 
will shew. 

In a case I am conducting it was necessary to apply for leave to 
amend the defence, and an order was made by the chief clerk which 
it was necessary should be drawn up. This is being done in the 
following manner :—A draft of the order has been prepared from the 
chief clerk’s note by a junior clerk in chambers, and sent out to 
the stationer who does the certificates, &c., for the particular 
chambers in question. I had then to obtain a copy from the 
stationer, for which I had to pay; then I have to get the order 
approved by the other solicitors, carry the approved copy into 
«chambers, and it will go out to the stationer for engrossment. This 
engrossment, and probably a copy for the entering seat, will have to 
be paid for by me. The order will have to be left for approval by 
the other side, signing by chief clerk, and entry. 

From the Rules of Court it would appear that I am entitled to 
Gs. 8d. for doing all this work, out of whichI shall have paid the 
stationer about 1s, 6d. 

When orders are drawn up by the registrar no charge is made for 
engrossing and copying the order, and why should a different rule 

revail as to chamber orders? The effect is to throw additional 
urdens on solicitors. 

I consider that the practice of a particular stationer being, as it 
were, attached to the chambers is 2 most objectionable one where he 
has to be paid by someone who really does not employ him. The 
charges made are invariably more than other stationers. In this 
particular case 6d. has been charged for a draft copy not more than 
two folios. 

The hardship of the case is that there is absolutely no reason why 
the order should not be prepared withovt two engrossments having to 
be made and paid for out of 6s. Sd. A. E. G. 





CASES OF THE WEEK.* 
Court of Appeal, 


HEAP v. HARTLEY—No. 2, 5th August. 


Patent—Inraincement—Inyunction—Ricut or Excuvstve Licensee 70 
Sur. 

In this case a question arose as to the right of an exclusive licensee of a 
patent to sue in respect of its infringement. The plaintiff held au exclu- 
sive licence from the owner of a patent to use and exerci:e the invention 
which was the subject of the patent within a specified dietrict for a period 
of four years, and the patentee thereby covenanted with the plaintiff not 
to grant any other licence to use the inventioa in the district within the 
prescribed period. It was also provided tbat the licensee might use the 
name of the patentee in legal proceedings in case of avy infringement of 
his rights under the licence. The licence was duly registered in the 
Patent Office, in compliance with section 36 of the Patents Act, 1883 
Early in 1888, the patentee sold two of the patented machines to two firms 
outside the district, and on February J7, 1888, these machines were pur- 
chased from those firms by the defendants for use within the district. 
The evidence was conflicting as to whether at this date the defendants 
had notice of the plaintiff's rights. On February 23, 1888, the plaintiff 
informed the defendants that the purchase and use of these machines was 
an infringement of his rights, but the defendants continued to use the 
machines. In May, 1888, the plaintiff, without making the patentee a 
co-plaintiff, commenced this action against the defendants in his own 
name, claiming an injunction to restrain them from infringing the patent. 
Bristowe, V.C., held that registration under the Patents Act was not of itself 
notice to all the world of the plaintiff's rights, and that the defendants 
had not actual notice of the licence at the date of their purchase ; that 
the defendants, being purchasers for value without notice, were not 
affected by the prior grant of the licence, and that the action could not be 
maintained. His honour doubted whether an exclusive licensee of a 
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appointed in the different courts, 


J patent could sue in his own name, without joining the patentee, to restrain 
an infringement of bis rights. 

Tue Covrr (Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, LJJ) affirmed the decision, 
Corton, L.J., was of opinion that the plaintiff had not proved that the 
defendants had notice of the licence. Then the question arose whether 
the plaintiff, as exclusive licensee of the right to use the patented 
invention, was entitled to sue the defendants as infringers without proving 
notice. It was said that the exclusive licence must be treated as a grant 
of the patent right for a limited period and a limited space. But the 
distinction between a licence which amounted to a grant and a licence 
which did not was shewn by Newsy v. Harrison (1 J. & H. 393). In that 
case a licence had been granted to take ice from a canal, and Page- Wood, 
V.C., said: ‘‘ With regard to the word ‘licence’ there is some little 
ambiguity. It is, however, well defined in the case of Muskett v. Hill (5 
Bing. N. C. 694), and I prefer stating it inthe language there cited by 
Tindal, C.J., to giving my own. It is thus stated: ‘A dispensation or 
licence properly passes no interest, but only makes an action lawful 
which without it had been unlawful; as a licence to go beyond seas, to 
hunt in a man’s park, to come into his house, are only actions which, 
without licence, had been unlawful; but a licence to hunt in a man’s park 
and carry away the deer killed to his own use, to cut down a tree in a 
man’s ground and to carry it away the next day after to his own use, 
are licences as to acts of hunting and cutting down; but, as to carrying 
away the deer killed and the tree cut down, they are grants.’ So here a 
licence to enter upon a canal and take the ice is a mere licence; and the 
right of carrying it away is a grant of the ice so to be carried away.” 
That shewed the distinction. The licence in the present case could not 
be considered as a grant of the letters patent to the licensee; it was 
simply a licence to do that which otherwise would have been a violation 
of the rights of the patentee. The licensee was also empowered to use 
the name of the patentee in suing an infringer, but no right was given 
to the licensee to sue in his own name. The licence was not equivalent 
to a grant of the patent. Fry, LJ., said that the plaintiff was entirely 
in error as to the nature of the licence. An exclusive licence consisted 
of leave to do a certain thing, and a contract not to allow anyone else to 
do it; it did not, any more than any other licence, confer an interest on 
the licensee. It might be coupled with a grant, but it did not of itself 
necessarily confer a grant. Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—CounsEL, Moulton, 
Q.C., and Staffurth ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Mablerley. Soxtcrrons, H. G, 
Church ; Radford § Frankland. 


PROCTOR v. BAYLEY—No. 2, 2nd August. 


Parent—InrrinGeMEent—InsuncTion—"' THREATENING AND INTENDING ?— 
User DisconTInveD BEFORE ACTION. 

Tn this case the question arose whether a patentee was entitled to an 
injunction, restraining the infringement of his patent, the defendant 
having at oue time used articles which infringed the patent, but having 
discoutinued the use of them several years before the action was com- 
menced, and not at the date of the commencement of the action threaten- 
| ing or intending to infringe. The plaintifi’s patent was for an automatic 

stoker for furnaces, and its validity was established in Proctor v. Bennis 
(36 Ch. D. 740), when it was decided that the defendant Bennis had 
infringed the patent. Bennis had endeavoured to obtain orders from the 
present defendants, and in August, 1872, he supplied some of his stokers 
to some furnaces of the defendante, on the terms that they were not to be 
paid for unless they worked to the satisfaction of the defendants. Aftera 
trial of some months the defendants were not satisfied with them, and in 
April, 1883, they requested Bennis to remove them, and, as he did not do 
so, the defen:lants themselves took them down and placed them in their 
yard. They again requested Beunisto remove them, but he did not do so 
until January, 1885. After the stokers were taken down the defendants 
never used them again, nor did they ever use any other automatic stokers. 
Judgment in favour of the plaintiff in Proctor v. Bennis was given by 
Bristowe, V.C., in February, 1887, aud in March, 1887, the plaintiff 
claimed a royalty from the defendants, on the ground that they had used 
stokers made by Bennis, threatening them with an action if they did not 
pay. The defendants replied: ‘‘ You can satisfy yourself by calling at 
our works that we are neither using Proctor’s nor Bennis’s stokers, and 
have no intention of so doing.’? In August, 1887, the Court of Appeal 
affirmed the decision in Proctor v. Bennis, and immediately afterwards 
Proctor again claimed a royalty from the preeent defendants. The defen- 
dants replied that they had no stokers, and stated that Bennis had supplied 
them with come on trial, but that aftera short time they had to take them 
| down #s they were not satisfactory. The plamtiff replied that he claimed 
| the royalty because of the user by the defendants. The defendants answered 
| that they did not order or purchase the stokers from Beunis, but that he 
| put them up on his own responsibility, and, as they did not work properly, 
he had to take them away. The defendants said that they had not used 
| them, and were not using any machine which infringed the patent, and 
| denied that they were in any way liable to the plaintiff. In January, 1888, 
the plaintiff brought the present action, alleging that the defendants had 
infringed his patent by the purchase and use of apparatus made in accord- 
ance with his patent, or only colourably differing therefrom, and claiming 
an injunction to restrain the defendants from infringing his patent; and 
an account of profits, or damages in lieu of an account. By their state- 
ment of defence the defendants admitted the validity of the patent, but 
they denied that they had purchased or used apparatus which was an 
infringement. And, in the alternative, they said that, if they had used 
any such apparatus, they had done so in ignorance of the plaintiff's 
patent, and for experiment only, the experiment being unsuccessful, 
They submitted that this user was not an infringement. They alleged 











that the user had been discontinued long before the commencement of the 
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action, and that they had never threatened or intended, and did not 
threaten or intend, to use any apparatus infringing the patent. Bristowe, 
V.C., held that the plaintiff was entitled to an injunction, and he directed 
an inquiry as to damages, and ordered the defendants to pay the costs of 
the action. His honour said that the authorities on the point were not 
very clear. But, seeing that the right of the plaintiff was challenged, not 
only by the defendants’ letters, but by their pleading, to the extent of 
saying that there had been no user and no infringement of the patent, he 
thought that the plaintiff, having established that there had been both 
user and infringement, was entitled to an injunction to restrain future 
user, although the defendants did not threaten or intend future user. 
Having once found that the defendants had been infringers, the plaivtiff 
was not bound to rely on their assertion or their undertaking. 

Tuz Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorrs, LJJ.) reversed the decision, 
holding that the plaintiff was not entitled to an injunction. They dis- 
missed the action without costs, but gave the defendants their costs of 
the appeal. Their lordships held that the case was distinguishable from 
such cases as Millington v. Fox (3 M. & C. 338). The defendants had not 
threatened to infringe the patent, and no inference of an intention on 
their part to do so could properly be drawn from the circumstances, If 
the plaintiff had made proper inquiries he could have discovered that 
this was so. The plaintiff was, therefore, not entitled to an injunction. 
And, inasmuch as the Judicature Acts did not apply to the Palatine 
Court, an inquiry as to damages could only be granted under Lord 
Cairns’ Act, under which Act damages could only be given in addition to, 
or in substitution for, an injunction. But the litigation would probably 
have been prevented if the defendants had given the plaintiff fuller 
informaticn, and, therefore, the defendants were not entitled to the costs 
of the action.—CounsrL, Romer, Q.C., Rotch, and Staffurth ; Moulton, Q C., 
and Maberley. Souicrrors, Dangerfield, agent for Hall, Son, § Lord, Man- 
chester ; A. Macdonald Blair, Manchester. 


Re GRACE STEEL (AN INFANT), STEEL v. STEEL—No. 2, 6th August. 


Inrant—Ovstopy—Divorce or Farner anp MorHeER—WELFARE OF INFANT 
—GuvarpiAnsuiP or Inrants Act, 1886, 8, 5. 

A question arose in this case as to the custody of an infant, a girl 
nearly five years old, having regard to the provisions of section 5 of the 
Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886, the parents having been divorced in 
Scotland. The parents were married in October, 1881, the husband being 
a Scotchman by domicil, and they had a son bornin August, 1882. They 
lived together until February, 1884, when the wife left her husband's house, 
and refused to live any longer with him. The separation was caused by 
differences arising out of incompatibility of temper, and the influence over 
the wife of an aunt of her own. The girl was born on the 25th of November, 
1884, and had ever since lived with her mother, while the boy had always 
resided with his father. In 1885 the father applied to Kay, J., for an 
order that the wife should deliver up the girl into his custody. In October, 
1886, Kay, J., declined to separate the child, then two years old, from her 
mother, on account of her tender age, but required the mother to under- 
take that the father should have access to the child at all reasonable 
times. The father afterwards obtained from the Scotch court a divorce 
a vinculo, on the ground of his wife’s wilful and malicious desertion, and 
he applied to Stirling, J., for an order that the mother might deliver up 
the girl into his custody. The mother made a counter-application under 
section 5 of the Act that the infant might remain in her custody. That 
section provides :—‘* The court may, upon the application of the mother 
of any infant (who may apply without a next friend), make such order as 
it may think fit regarding the custody of such infant and the right of 
access thereto of either parent, having regard to the welfare of the infant 
and to the conduct of the parents, and to the wishes as well of the mother 
as of the father.’’ Stirling, J., mainly on the ground of the tender age 
of the child, refused to remove her from hcr mother, though he intimated 
that at some future time she would have to be given up to her father. 
But his lordship required the mother to undertake to afford the father all 
reasonable access to the child, and to permit her to visit him at his 
residence for three weeks at a time as he might wish. 

Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that it was a serious thing to take so young a child 
away from its mother. But, without going into the differences which 
took place between the husband and wife before the divorce, with respect 
to which his lordship thought both parties were to blame, it was a 
material circumstance that, before the divorce proceedings were com- 
menced, the husband made offers to the wife to live with her again. His 
lordship did not say that the husband had not been to blame, but, in his 
opinion, the greater blame must be imputed to the wife in that, after 
these offers were made, she did not go back to her husband, and 
endeavour to do her duty asa wife. His lordship could not but think 
that she had failed in her duty as a wife when her husband was willing to 
do his as a husband. The question was, what ought the court now to do 
with regard to the child? In his lordship’s opinion, notwithstanding 
the Act of 1886, which had enabled the court to interfere with the rights 
of a father to a greater extent than it could formerly do, the primary 
tight to the custody of a child was still that of the father. The main 
thing which the court had to consider was the welfare of the child, and 
his lordship decided the present case entirely upon his view of that. 
Upon the evidence he thought it would be better for the physical health 
of the girl that she should go to reside with her father. Another 
matter to be considered was, whether it was right to separate the girl 
from her brother. In his lordship’s opinion, it would be a great advan- 
tage to her to know her brother early in life, and to grow up together 
with him. His lordship also thought that living in the atmosphere of 





her mother’s house would not be likely to inspire the child with love | 





for her father. In his opinion nothing could be more injurious to 
her than to be brought up with the constant view that her father 
was not to be trusted or loved. A very grave duty was cast upon 
the court, but under the circumstances he thought it was most 
for the welfare of the child to be placed under the care of her father. 
No doubt the removal of the child would be a grief to her and to her 
mother, but it would be better that it should take place now than at a 
later time. The court ought, however, to require an undertaking from 
the father to allow the mother to have access to both the children at all 
reasonable times. Aud the father ought also to undertake to provide suit- 
able lodgipvgs and maintenance at the seaside for the mother and the two 
children, and to allow them to reside with her there for six weeks in each 
year. The father, as he resided in Scotland, must also undertake to bring 
the girl within the jurisdiction if and when required by the court to do so, 
and the father’s brother, who resided within the jurisdiction, and who was 
acting as next friend of the infant in the action, must join in the under- 
takings. Fry, L J., was not surprised that Stirling, J., felt unable to take 
this young child away from her mother. Nevertheless, he thought it was 
the duty of this court to do so, and it would be less injurious to the child 
to do it now than to postpone it. The court was administering the law 
as modified by the Act of 1886. Section 5 did not take away the rights of 
a father over his children, though it gave the court powers which might 
modify those rights. In exercising those powers the court was to have 
regard to three things—‘‘the welfare of the infant, the conduct of 
the parents, and the wishes as well of the mother as of the father.’’ 
Taking these things in the reverse order, in the present case any 
attention to the wishes of the father and the mother would pro- 
duce no result, because their wishes were diametrically opposed. With 
regard to the conduct of the parents, his lordship was willing to believe 
that, down to the period of the separation, there were equal faults 
on both sides. But from that time down to the divorce the fault lay with 
the wife. The husband then made offers of reconciliation, to which she 
ought to have listened, but she turned a deaf ear. The guiding matter, 
however, was the welfare of the child, and he agreed with Cotton, L.J., 
that it was most for her welfare that she should be placed in her father’s 
custody. He thought that the order proposed was the right order to 
make. Lorgs, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Rigby, Q.0., Moulton, QC., 
and Herbert Lake; Buckley, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce. Soxtcrrors, Lake, 
Beaumont, § Lake; Currie, Williams, § Williams, 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re UNION PLATE GLASS CO. (LIM.)—Kay, J., 6th August. 


Company—Repvcrion or Oaprrat—Repvuction or Part AND NOT OF THE 
Wuorte—OCompanies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 131), ss. 9, 11. 


A company, at a general meeting, passed a special resolution for the 
reduction of the capital represented by its ordin shares, but not that 
represented by the preference shares. The resolution was duly confirmed 
at a subsequent meeting. In each case those present, consisting of both 
ordinary and preference shareholders, unanimously agreed to the reduc- 
tion. A petition was presented under the Companies Acts, 1862 and 
1867, asking for the confirmation of the resolution by the court. 

Kay, J., said that the present application was a misapprehension of the 
Act of 1867. After referring to sections 9 and 11 of that Act, his lordship 
held that there was no power given by that or any other Actito reduce part 
of the capital without reducing the whole. If this were so the company 
might pick out half a dozen shareholders, and say they would reduce 
their capital and that of no others. A majority could not bind the rest ; 
there must be a consent from every single shareholder for the application 
to be listened to for a moment.—Counsg1, FE. 8. Ford. Soxicrrors, 
Byrne § Blakison. 


Re DEAR, HELBY v. DEAR—Kay, J., 6th August. 


Wu1.—Girr ro Wire ror Lirse—Wire Dyrne or Marryine acainn— 
Errect or MArryING AGAIN. 


A testator gave to his wife all his property ‘‘ in trust for the benefit of 
my children so long as she remain unmarried. . . In the event of 
her marrying after my death she is to have a life interest only in the sum 
of £2,000,’ to be reinvested as therein mentioned, ‘‘and in the event of 
her death to be divided equally between my children. . . . At my 
wife’s death the estate then remaining to be divided into four parts and 
the proceeds divided equally amongst the children then surviving.’’ The 
widow married again. 

Kay, J., held that the residue, other than the widow’s interest in the 
£2,000, became divisible, on her marriage, between the children then 
living.—CovunegL, Marten, Q.C., and A. J. Allen; Millar, Q.0., and J, W, 
Williamson, jun. Sorscrrors, Allen § Son ; Lawrence § Son. 


GALMOYE v. BROWN—Chitty, J., 2nd August. 


Mazrrep Women’s Property Act, 1882—Jupoment acatinst Marrigp 
Woman—Serarate Property—ReEsTRAInt ON ANTICIPATION. 


In this case a motion was made by the plaintiff, a married woman 
suing as a feme sole in respect of her separate property under the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, for an order to vary a judgment made in 
1885 dismissing her action, ‘‘ with costs.” The plaintiff submitted that 
the order for costs should have followed the words of section 1, sub-section 
2, of the Act, as had been decided in Scott vy. Morley (36 W. R. 67, 
20 Q. B. D. 120), where, however, the order, with costs, was made 
against a married woman sued as a defendant, and not against a married 
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‘woman suing as plaintiff. It was submitted that the order should have 
been ‘‘ with costs payable out of her separate property and not otherwise,” 
and should have contained a proviso limiting execution to her separate 
property not subject to any restriction against anticipation. The defend- 
aut, it appeared, had taken out a summons for a garnishee order nisi attach- 
ing in satisfaction of the costs a sum of money belonging to the plain- 
tiff under her father’s will and payable to her, under an order made in 
May, 1889, by a receiver appointed in an action for the administration of 
the estate. The money represented a half-year’s income of the plaintiff's 
share in the estate, and was, by the will, made subject to a restraint 
against anticipation. The defendant asked to make the order absolute, 
and the summons was heard with the motion. 

Curry, J., said that, as to the plaintiff's motion, she was entitled to 
succeed on it. He had consulted the registrars, and that was the view 
they had taken. As to the defendant’s summons, the plaintiff was also 
entitled to have it dismissed. If he were to accede to it he should be 
depriving the plaintifi of the benefit of the restrainst agairst anticipation 
which was retained by the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, and by 
the judgment made against her. To so hold would be to enable an 
execution creditor to stop the trustee from paying income over to a married 
woman, although it had been due only, say, a few hours. There might pos- 
sibly be cases where the income, having been for some long time saved up 
by the married woman, an application like the present might be successful. 
But he was dealing with simple cases where a judgment creditor sought, 
by means of great diligence, to upset the restraint on anticipation. There 
was nothing in the judgment which allowed the judgment creditor to do 
that. He left the case of savings by a married woman made subsequently 
to the judgment untouched.—CovunseL, Romer, Q.C., and 8. Woolf; Up. 
john; Blakesley. Soutcrrors, Arthur J. Benjamin; Geo. EB. Philbrick ; 
Budd, Son, § Brodie. 


Re ROBERTSON—Chitty, J., 2nd August. 
Turrp Partry—Taxation—Detivery or Briri—Pertiti0on or Courses. 


In this case a motion was made to discharge an order for taxation. It 
appeared that on the sale of copyhold property it was agreed between the 
purchaser and the vendor's solicitor that the property should be enfran- 
chised, and that the purchaser should pay the costs of enfranchisement. 
The vendor’s solicitor instructed a solicitor R. to act in the enfranchise- 
ment, and delivered R.’s bill of costs to the purchaser. The purchaser on 
@ petition of course obtained the usual order for taxetion of R.’s bill, 
the petition alleging in the common form that the solicitor (R.) delivered 
to your petitioner his bill of fees, &c.’’ 

Cutty, J., said that the allegation as to delivery was of material 
importance, and could not be satisfied by a merely constructive delivery. 
If a bill was delivered indirectly there should be a special application by 
sur:mons for taxation. He held that the order was irregular, and must 
be discharged.—CovunsEL, Oswald ; Farwell. Soxtcrrors, H. A. Harman ; 
Frere § Co. 

Re BITHRAY—North, J., 3rd August. 


JupGment Destor—P2xtiti0on vor SALE or INTEREST IN LAND—ORDER FOR 
Imuepiate Sate witnovut Inquiries—27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, s. 4. 


This was a petition by a judgment creditor for a sale of the judgment 
debtor’s interest in land, and the question was raised, whether an order for 
immediate sale ought to be made, without directing any preliminary 
inquiries. In the action in which judgment had been recovered for the 
debt, the creditor had obtained an order appointing a receiver of the 
rents and profits of the debtor’s land, without prejudice to the rights of 
any prior incumbrancer. The land was subject to a legal mortgage, and 
the mortgagee consented to the sale. The order appointing the receiver 
had been registered in compliance with the Land Charges Registration and 
Searches Act, 1888. There was evidence proving the debtor's interest in 
the land ; that the judgment debt, with interest, was still due; that the 
mortgagee had not received notice of any incumbrance affecting the land ; 
and that searches had been made by the petitioner’s solicitor, who had 
found that no execution, order, or other process affecting the judgment 
debtor or his estate had been registered, except the order appointing 
the receiver, and that no bankruptcy petition had been presented, or 
receiving order in bankruptcy made, against him. Section 4 of 
the Act (27 & 28 Vict. c. 112) provides that ‘‘Every creditor to 
whom any land of his debtor shall have been actually delivered in 
execution by virtue of’ any judgment, ‘‘and whose writ or other 
process of execution shall be duly registered,’’ shall be entitled to 
obtain from the Court of Chancery, upon petition in a summary way, ‘‘ an 
order for the sale of his debtor’s interest in such land, and every such 
petition may be served upon the debtor only; and thereupon the court 
shall direct all such inquiries to be made as to the nature and particulars 
of the debtor’s interest in such land, and his title thereto, as shall appear to 
be necessary or proper.” In Re Calne Railway Co. (L. R. 9 Eq. 658) James, 
V.C., on the petition of a judgment creditor of a railway company, 
ordered an immediate sale of land of the company which was alleged to be 
surplus land, dispensing with the inquiries which were directed in Ex parte 
Grisseli (L. R. 2 Ch. 385). On the authority of Re Calne Railway Co., 

North, J., made an order for the immediate sale of the debtor's interest 
in the land, dispensing with inquiries.—CounszL, Welby King. Soxtcrror, 
G. Gardner Leader. 


Re STANLEY'S SETTLED ESTATE —North, J., 5th August. 


Serrtep Estates Act, 1877, ss. 24, 26, 50—Oxpzrs or Decemngr, 1878, 
RR. 4, 13—Pertit1ion ror AppRovVAL oF Lease sy Covurt—Nortice To 
Persons wHosr Consent 18 RequikED—MAarrizpD WomMAN—EXAMINATION 
APART FROM HusBAND. 


In this case the question arose whether a married woman, who was a 





respondent to a petition under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, for the 
approval by the court of a proposed lease of minerals under a settled 
estate, she being one of the persons whose consent to, or concurrence 
in, the application was required by section 24 of the Act, must be 
examined apart from her husband. In compliance with section 26, notice 
of the petition had been served upon the married woman, requiring her 
to notify within a specified time whether she assented to or dissented from 
the application, or submitted her rights or interests, so far as they might 
be affected by the application, to be dealt with by the court. In reply to 
this notice the married woman had signed a written document, stating 
that she submitted her rights and interests to be dealt with by the court. 
Section 50 of the Act provides that :—‘‘ Where a married woman shall 
apply to the court, or consent to an application to the court. under this Act, 
she shall first be examined apart from her husband touching her know. 
ledge of the nature and effect of the application, and it shall be ascer- 
tained that she freely desires to make or consent to such gy 
Section 51 prescribes how the examination is to be taken. Rule 13 of the 
Orders of December, 1878, made under the Act, prescribes that ‘‘ the 
examination of a married woman under sections 50 and 51 of the Act 
may be taken at any time after the petition is presented and answered.” 
Neither the Act nor the rules contain any express provision as to the 
examinetion of a married woman who submits her rights and interests to 
be dealt with by the court, and there is apparently no authority on the 
point. But in Seton on Decrees, 4th ed., p. 1484, it is said that if the 
married woman ‘‘ submits, or is to be deemed to have submitted, her 
rights, her examination will not be required.” The learned authors do 
not, however, refer to any authority in support of this statement. 

Noxtu, J., held that the married woman need not be examined, but that 
her written submission must be verified by affidavit.—OounsgL, Cozens. 
Hardy, Q.C., and J. Dizon. Soxtcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, ¢ Gray. 


Re MILLER, DANIEL v. DANIEL—North, J., 6th August. 
Witt—Construction—Bequest or ‘‘ FurnituRE AND Errscts.”’ 


The question in this case was, what passed under a bequest of “ furni- 
ture and effects”’ in a particular house. The testator appointed D., a 
widow, and A., his executrix and executor. After giving (among other 
legacies) £100 to each of them, he bequeathed his books and the wine in 
the cellar of his house, No. 15, Southwick-crescent, to A. The will then 
contained the following gift :—‘‘ All the rest of the furniture and effects 
at 15, Southwick-crescent, to the said D.”” Then came a gift of a portrait 
of himself and some plate in the house to T., his residuary legatee. The 
will was made on the day on which the testator died. After his death 
there were found in the house, among some papers in a tin box, £2,400 in 
Bank of England notes; in a writing-table drawer £70 in Bank of Eng- 
land notes; in a book a post bill on the Bank of Ireland for £32 12s, 
There were also found a half-year’s dividend warrant for £109 43. 9d., 
being the dividend on some Oonsols standing in the testator’s name, and 
stock receipts to the amount of £5,650. The question was whether D. 
was entitled, under the above bequest to her of ‘‘ furniture and effects,” 
to the bank-notes, bank post bill, dividend warrant, and stock receipts 
which were found as above stated in the testator’s house. 

Nortu, J., held that the gift of the ‘‘ effects’? in the house at South- 
wick-crescent was specific, and was limited to articles «jusdem generis 
with those mentioned in the will. It must be confined to articles neces- 
sary or proper for the due enjoyment of the house, such as would have to 
be replaced by articles of a similar character if the house were denuded of 
its furniture.—CounseL, Theobald ; Everitt, Q.O., and Vernon R. Smith ; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and EF. 8. Ford. Souscrrors, Carter ¢ Simpson; Street 
§ Poynder. 

REINHARDT v. MENTASTI—Kekewich, J., 2nd August. 
Nursance—Insunction—ReEasonaB_eE Usk or Propsrry. 


The defendant was owner of a hotel adjacent to the back of the house 
of which the plaintiff was the lessee and occupier. On rebuilding the 
hotel the defendants placed in a kitchen in the basement a large ‘‘close 
range,”’ with a shaft for carrying off the hot air. The heat created by 
this range, it was alleged, caused great discomfort in the plaintiff's house, 
and, in particular, did serious injury to the wines in his cellar, and the 
action was for an injunction and damages. 

Aug. 3,—Kexegwicu, J., in giving judgment, said:—I thought it 
possible that an examination of the cases might show that there is a line 
of demarcation between those nuisances which do and those which do not 
partake of the character of trespass, and a disposition on the part of the 
court to grant injunctions more ie. in the former case. But that 
anticipation has not been justified. There are many cases in which a 
private nuisance not affecting rights of property, except so far as to pre- 
vent a man from personally using his own with reasonable comfort, have 
been as strongly condemned as nuisances by which rights of property 
have been invaded. [His lordship then reviewed the facts, and said that 
his conclusion was that both parties in this case were using their respec- 
tive properties in a reasonable way, and that there was nothing negligent 
in the construction of the defendant’s fireplace and shaft. He con- 
tinued:—] The injury to the plaintiff being clear, and clearly arising 
from the stove, it lay on the defendant to establish that he was not 
culpable. In support of this, reference was made to the judgment of Lord 
Bramwell in Bamford v. Turnley (10 W. R. 803, 3 B. & S. 62) and Lord 
Selborne in Gaunt v. Fynney (21 W. RB. 129, L. R. 8 Ch. 8), which contain pas- 
sages insisting on the right of every man to act reasonably in the enjoy- 
ment and use of his own property. Such passages must be read in con- 
nection with the circumstances of the case under consideration, and, thus 
read, Lord Bramwell’s judgment losesmuch of the weight which was sought 
to be attributed to it by the defendant. It is to be observed 
that in the recent case of Fleming v. Hislop (11 App. Cas. 697) the present 
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Lord Chancellor epitomized Lord Bramwell’s judgment with approval, 
as saying ‘‘that what makes life less comfortable and causes sensible 
discomfort and — _ is a proper subject of injunction.”” What fell 
from Lord Selborne in Gaunt v. Fynney may be ed in like manner 
as illustrating the convenience of the rule of ‘‘live and let live.’”? In 
Broder v. Sasllard (24 W. R. 1011, 2 Oh. D. 692) the defendant had 
behaved in a perfectly reasonable manner, and yet was enjoined from 
cotiomes © nuisance by a judge who thought the injunction such a 
hardship that he allowed it to influence the costs. If, upon p- 702 of the 
report of that case, you read “‘store’’ for ‘‘ horses,’’ and for ‘‘sleep’’ 
‘* use of cellar,”” you have a test exactly applicable to the case in hand. 
Agreeable to this is the opinion of Lord Blackburn in Scott v. Firth (4 
F. & F., 349). It seems to me therefore, that, notwithstanding some 
passages in some judgments to the contrary, the application of the 
principle governing the jurisdiction of the court in cases of nuisance does 
not depend on the question whether the defendant is using his own 
reasonably or not. The real question is, Does he injure his neighbour ? 
I recognize some hardship in an injunction to restrain the defendant 
from doing that which I am obliged to regard as a reasonable use of his 
property ; but the hardship is not so great as that in Broder v. Saillard, 
nor do the facts allow me to regard the defendant as so entirely passive 
asthe Master of the Rolls considered the defendant to be there. There- 
fore, while granting the relief asked by the plaintiff, I am bound to do 
so with the usual consequences, but I shall make the injunction not 
enforceable for three months.—Oounset, Neville, Q.0., and Wurtsburg ; 
Warmington, Q.0., and Farwell, Soutcrrors, F. Hutton ; Fladgates. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


HARTAS v. SCARBOROUGH—Wills, J., at Chambers, 18th July. 
Practice—Tuirp Party Procepurge—RiGut or DgerenDANT TO INDEMNITY 
aGainst Tu1np Partry—Oosts as BETWEEN SouicrTor AND OLIENT. 


The question in this case was whether a person, on whom the defendant 
to an action had served a third-party notice, claiming indemnity from him 
against the demand of the plaintiff, and who had ultimately admitted 
that he was bound to indemnify the defendant, was bound to pay the 
defendant’s costs of the original action as between solicitor and client. 
Hartas, a stockbroker, was in January, 1887, engaged in speculative trans- 
actions on the Stock Exchange for Scarborough, a client. He required 
Scarborough to find ‘‘cover’’ to the extent of £2,000. Scarborough was 
unable himself to procure the money, and the National Bank, who were 
the bankers of Hartas, agreed to advance the £2,000 to him, on the 
security of an equitable mortgage by deposit by Scarborough of some leases 
belonging tohim. This arrangement was carried out, and the bank placed 
the £2,000 to the credit of Hartas, and he gave Scarborough credit for the 
same amount. In July, 1887, Hartas repaid £1,000 to the bank, and 
debited Scarborough with the amount in account with him. Onthe 3rd 
of November, 1887, the bank commenced an action against Hartas for 
£953 2s., the balance of the £2,000 remaining due, after deducting a sum 
of £46 18s. which stood to the credit of Hartas’ current account with the 
bank. Hartas obtained leave to bring in Scarborough as a third party to 
the action, claiming indemnity from him against the demand of the bank. 
The bank obtained judgment against Hartas, but they did not attempt 
to enforce it, because Scarborough fave them further security. On the Ist 
of January, 1889, Scarborough paid the bank £1,000, which included the 
£46 18s. which they had appropriated from the current account of Hartas. 
No notice of this payment was given to Hartas, and he did not discover 
that it had been made until April, 1889. Hartas then claimed payment 
from Scarborough of his costs of defending the action of the bank and of 
making Scarborough a third party, and ultimately, on the 9th of April, 
issued a summons, asking that Scarborough might be ordered to pay these 
costs. On the hearing of this summons, on the 15th of April, Mathew, 
J., in chambers, ordered that it should be adjourned in order that 
Scarborough might consider and decide within ten days whether he 
would take an issue between himself and Hartas. If he should take an 
issue the costs were to be reserved ; if Scarborough did not take an issue, 
then it was ordered that he should pay to Hartas his costs incurred in 
— the action, and also the costs of making Scarborough a third 
party and consequent thereon, including the costs of the summons. Scar- 

rough elected to take an issue, and an issue was settled between Hartas 
as plaintiff and Scarborough as defendant, raising the question whether 
Hartas was, on the 3rd of November, 1887, entitled to indemnity over 
against Scarborough in respect of the claim of the bank against Hartas in 
the action. The issue was set down for trial, but, on the 9th of July, 
before it came on for trial, Scarborough took out a summons, asking that 
the issue might be discontinued, and that he might pay to Hartas his costs 
of defending the action of the bank and of the issue. On the hearing of 
this issue by Wills, J., in chambers it was contended that Scarborough 
ought to pay the costs of Hartas as between solicitor and client, for that 
otherwise Hartas, who was admitted to be entitled to indemnity from 
Scarborough, would not obtain that complete indemnity against the claim 
of the which he ought to have. 

Wits, J., acceded to this view, and he ordered that the issue should be 
discontinued, on the terms of Scarborough paying to Hartas his costs as 
defendant to the action of the bank as between solicitor and client (to be 
taxed with reference to the fact that a stranger had to pay them), and also 
the third-party costs, and the costs of the issue, and the costs of. the 
summons of the 9th of April, and of the summons of the 9th of July, as 
between party and party. [Under this order the master taxed the costs 
as between solicitor and client from the instructions by Hartas to defend 
the action down to the date of the order for the issue, and from that 
date as between and party.]—Counsan, Sidney Woolf. Soxicirors, 


&. BR. Pollard ; John Westcott. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 
August 7.—Pzrcy Coxs (Brighton). 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
(Extracts from Report of the Council, continued from p. 648.) 

Copyhold Act Amendment Bill.—The council have stated in various of 
their annual reports the steps which they have taken in connection with 
the long series of Copyhold Bills which were introduced into Parliament 
during the past seven years, and which ended in the Copyhold Act of 1887. 
The earlier of these Bills contained a scale of steward’s compensation and 

yment for work done which was thought by stewards and solicitors, and 
by the council, unreasonably low, and after many interviews and much 
d on a scale was to asa compromise. In all the subsequent 
Bills that scale was ed intact, but in committee of the Lords, late in 
the session last year, it was altered and reduced below even the scale 
originally — The minimum was reduced from £4 to 5s., and for a 
£5 enfranchisement the steward under the Act can only receive, both for 
work done and loss of office, 10s. As both in the north and south of Eng- 
land there are many copyholds in which the lord’s pecuniary interest is 
under £5, this compensation is practically equivalent to no payment at 
all, for in order to carry out such an enfranchisement the steward has to 
bestow an amount of time and lebour for which his professional remunera- 
tion, calculated in the ordinary way, and even under the revision of the 
most rigid taxing master, would entitle him to charge more pounds than 
the shillings allowed by the scale, and that without any compensation for 
loss of office. Last year Lord Hobhouse carried through the House of 
Lords an amending Bill, into which the council succeeded in procuring in- 
sertion of the old agreed scale in substitution for that contained in the Act 
of 1887. When the Bill reached the House of Commons the clause was so 
modified that the council could not concur in it, and the Bill was ultimately 
withdrawn. 

Land Transfer Bill, 1889,—The Land Transfer Bill, which was originally 
introduced in 1887 and was brought forward in a revised form in 1888, 
was this year submitted to the House of Lords in substantially the shape 
in which it had been left at the end of last session. It was at once 
referred to a select committee of the same peers who had been 
appointed in the previous sessions, has since been reported to the 
House, and may be read a third time before this report is issued. The 
Bill still retains its compulsory character, though in a much less stringent 
and oppressive form than had been at first proposed. The council 
coma protested against the compulsory introduction of a completely 
new and untried system of conveyancing, and have urged that, if a new 
system is deemed necessary or for the public interest, the measure intro- 
ducing it should be made as | aaa as possible—should be tested by 
practical experience —and only if found to answer the expectations of its 
framers should be made compulsory. If, indeed, those expectations are 
realized, no compulsion will be necessary to insure its ready adoption. 
With this object, the council detailed ‘‘ Observations ’’ upon the 
Bill as introduced, and they are glad to report that, except as regards the 
compulsory clauses, their principal recommendations were adopted by the 
select committee. Among others, the clauses in the Bill which appeared 
to authorize the conduct of conveyancing business by Government officials 
or by unqualified persons were struck out. The council felt that the 
compulsory introduction of a wholly new system of conveyancing would 
involve an amount of litigation and uent cost which wou!d press 
with extreme severity upon all owners of land, and that, in the interest of 
their clients, they were justified in using all legitimate means in their 
power to prevent such a result. They therefore, acting in thorough con- 
cert with and deriving valuable assistance from the other law societies of 
the kingdom, arranged that this feature of the pro measure should 
be brought before every member of Parliament by the solicitors Y aoe ~ | 
or g within his electoral district; while, at the same time, they 
made it thoroughly clear that their object was not to oppose the Bill asa 
whole, but only the attempt to make its system com . ‘The council 
have to thank the many members of the society who assisted them in this 
onerous undertaking. The council do not think it necessary in this 
report to deal in detail with the Land Transfer Bill. Their “‘ Observa- 
tions’? have been issued to every member of the society, and the subject 
has been fully discussed in every legal periodical and at every meeting of 
solicitors d this and the last two years. 

Commissioner for Oaths Act, 1889.—The object of the Act is to consolidate 
the scattered enactments re to commissioners for oaths in various 
courts. Clause 1, sub-section (1), empowers the Lord Chancellor to 
appoint as commissioners solicitors ‘‘or other fit and proper 
persons.”” The council s that it was not necessary that any 

except practising so should be appointed commissioners, 
but the suggestion was not adopted. The powers given by clause 1, sub- 
section (2), to commissioners include the any oaths or taking 
any vit on (inter alia) “‘ matters relating to the a? of any 
instrument, whether under an Act of Parliament or otherwise.’ These 
words, taken in connection with section 13, would seem to cover the point 
left undecided by Munton v. Lord Truro (36 W. BR. 775)—namely, w 
the oath req! by section 5 of 7 Anne, c. 20 (The Middlesex Registra- 
tion Act), can be sworn before a commissioner appointed under the 
Judicature Act of 1873. The council made various suggestions upon the 
details of the Bill, many of which were carried into effect during its 
ey Oe The measure will in their opinion be very 
useful and effect great improvement in the law, 
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Bankruptcy Act, 1883.—The decision in the case of Re Burden, Ex parte 


Wood (21 Q. B. D. 24), seemed to require attention, and the council th. re- 
fore took the subject into consideration. In that case it was held that 
where a bankrupt presents his own petition, a court exercising jurisdiction 
in bankruptcy has no power, since the coming into operation of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, to order the trustee to prosecute him for any of the 
etatutable mi+demeanours created by section 11, sub-sections 13, 14, and 
15, of the Debtors Act, 1869. The section and sub-sections in question 
made it a misdemeanour to obtain, within four months of a bankruptcy 
petition against him, or the commencement of liquidation, by false 
representations or other fraud, any property on credit which has not been 
paid for; orif, being a trader, he obtains, under the false pretence of 
carrying on business and dealing in the ordinary way of his trade, any 
ang on credit and has not paid for it, unless the jury is satisfied that 

e had no intent to defraud; or if within the same time, he being a 
trader, pawns, pledges, or disposes of otherwise than in the ordinary way 
of his trade, any property which he has obtained on credit and has not 

aid for, unless the jury is satisfied that he had no intent to defraud. 

e attention of the council was also recently called to a case wherein a 
trader who had obtained goods on credit, which were not paid for, 
pledged them at least once a week for a period of two years prior to his 
bankruptcy ; and under cover of the caee referred to, he escaped prosecu- 
tion by filing his own petition. The council addressed a communication 
to the Board of Trade on the subject, and pointed out that a door was 
open for fraud, which might be largely taken advantage of unless legisla- 
tive measures were taken for altering the law so as to make the recurrence 
of such practices impossible. A reply has been received from the Board 
of Trade to the effect that the point had already been under the con- 
sideration of the Board of Trade, and had been noted with a view to 
future legislation. 

Middlesex Registry.—It will be remembered that the contest with the 
Middlesex Registry, extending over some years (at the instance of Mr. 
F. K. Munton, but with the support of the council), had resulted, up to 
July, 1888, in the following decisions:—(a) that the maximum fees pay- 
able on memorials were 1s. for 200 words and 6d. for every additional 
100, 2s. 6d. for oath and exhibit, and 1s. for indorsing registration on 
original indenture ; (4) that a deed of enfranchisement was registrable ; 
(ce) that the execution of memorial by grantee need not be witnessed by the 
person who attested the execution by the grantor; and (d) that memorials 
could at option be deposed to outside the registry before commissioners to 
administer oaths. The Lords Justices, in deciding that an oath taken 
before a London Chancery commissioner appointed under the Act of 1853 
was sufficient, declined to say what would be the effect of an oath taken 
before a commissioner appointed since the Judicature Act. In conse- 
quence, the registry intimated that they should decline to accept as 
sufficient oaths taken before the latter commissioners, and, inasmuch as 
no appointment under the 1853 Act had been made since 1873, and the 
commissioners thereunder were gradually dying out, the council 
determined to test this question as soon as occasion offered. Some little time 
elapsed before a fitting test casearose. But in October Mr. Munton, being 
himeelf one of the grantors in a re-conveyance of a mortgage, tendered a 
memorial sworn before a commissioner appointed since and under the 
Judicature Act. This memorial was refused, and proceedings for a 
mandamus were thereupon taken, but some unexpected defences were set 
up (beyond the defence that the commissioner could not act)—viz , that 
the oath to the memoral should have been verified by affidavit and not by 
indorsement (this very course had been adopted in the old memorial 
peremptorily ordered to be received from Mr. Munton, and which was 
received), and that a grantor had no “‘ personal interest’ in registering a 
memorial. In this particular case Mr. Munton, in his individual capacity, 
had advanced money and arranged to take a new mortgage, and he there- 
fore had a considerable ‘‘interest’’ in getting the prior re-conveyance 
registered, and, as 1t was undesirable that the decision should turn on un- 
usual circumstances, a memorial of the new mortgage similarly sworn 
before a commissioner was tendered by Mr. Munton as grantee, and, 
registration being refused, a second action was commenced, and the 
pleadings were carried to substantially the same issue. Both sets of 
pleadings being thus complete, Mr. Munton, under counsel's advice, asked 
the defendant to agree to consolidation, which he refused, and thereupon 
the cases were separately set down for trial before a judge without a jury, 
notice being served that the court would be asked to say that all extra 
costs occasioned by the refusal to consolidate should be borne by the 
defendant in any event. The trials are scarcely likely to be reached 
before the Long Vacation. 

Death Duties— Claims ef the Crown.—In the annual reports for 1886, 
1887, and 1888 the council detailed the steps which they, with the assist- 
ance of Mr. Gregory, had taken for limiting the claims of the Crown with 
regard to death duties, and pointed out the hardships to which trustees, 
executors, and others liable for the payment of these duties were exposed 
by the present law. At the time the Government, which has since gone 
out of office, undertook to introduce the clauses proposed by Mr. Gregory 
into an omnibus Bill. The council brought the question under the notice 
of the present Chancellor of the Exchequer, who promised to give it care- 
ful consideration ; and, during the last session, they, with the assistance 
of Mr. Sydney Gedge, M.P., obtained an assurance from the Government 
that the matter would receive early attention. The council prepared a 
statement on the subject, pointing out that the claim of the Crown to 
these duties is one affecting, not only those who succeed to property 
liable to them, but also purchasers and mortgagees of real estate, and 
trustees, executors, and administrators of personalty; in fact, all upon 
whom property devolves beneficially, or who accept a fiduciary character 
with reference to it. It is not perhaps generally known that hitherto no 
period of time has been a bar to this claim, and that it might be preferred 
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in respect of any antecedent period, not only against the property, but 
against those who were in possession of the property when the claim 
accrued, and their personal representatives. The claim involves, not 
ouly the payment of the duty, but of interest upon it at £4 per cent. per 
annum from the time at which it accrued. It is true that the revenue 
authorities have in some cases waived this, or accepted a composition for 
it ; but it is no less true that it was their right, that they could enforce it, 
and that the party liable was at their mercy. This leads to the inquiry, 
Who is the party liable primarily? The duty was chargeable on the 
property, and where this consiets of real estate, if it has passed to a pur- 
chaser or mortgagee, however ignorant he may have been of such a claim, 
he finds the property for which he has paid, or on which he has advanced 
his money, to be subject to it. If the property on which the duty is 
claimed be personal it has generally been fully administered and paid over 
to various persons, and the liability then falls upon the persons who 
have so administered the property, whether as trustees or executors, and 
upon their personal representatives without limit, although the liability 
may have arisen, as it generally has arisen, from simple inadvertence, and 
although accounts have actually been passed in which the parties thought 
they were giving all proper information to the revenue authorities. The 
council are glad to be able to state that clauses have been introduced into 
the Customs and Inland Revenue Act of this session which give the pro- 
tection asked for in the cases of purchasers and mortgagees, and toa 
certain extent in the case of trustees and executors, although in this 
direction it does not go so far as the council could wish. 

Legacy and Succession Duty.—In January last the attention of the members 
was called to the interpretation put upon the 21st section of the 51 Vict. 
c. 8, the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888, by the authorities, and 
apparently correctly—viz, that in the case of a will in the very common 
form which directs the conversion of the testator’s residuary real and per- 
sonal estate and the payment out of the proceeds of debts, funeral expenses, 
and legacies, the duty on legacies should be apportioned; that the values 
of the real and personal estate should be separately ascertained, and that 
succession duty should be paid upon such part of the legacy as is propor- 
tionate to the value of the real estate, and legacy duty on such part as is 
proportionate to the value of the personal estate. The authorities, with 
the view of minimizing the inconvenience and expense of this enactment, 
have prepared one form to comprise both duties. At the same time the 
inconvenience must necessarily be great, whilst the expense incurred in 
ascertaining the relative values of the real and personal property and pre- 
paring the account is wholly disproportionate to any benefit to be derived 
by the revenue from the enactment. Moreover, if the estimates of such 
values prove incorrect, much trouble may subsequently arise. It was 
therefore suggested that until some alteration was made in the enactment, 
if it should be possible to obtain such alteration, it would be desirable 
that in preparing wills framed in the manner above-mentioned or under 
which there is any probability of a blended fund being applied in payment 
of legacies, a clause to the effect of the clause suggested in the note should 
be inserted.* It was also suggested that in the case of wills already 
executed a short codicil to the same effect should be made when oppor- 
tunity occurred. 

Distringas.—A case occurred recently, in which a distringas was placed 
on a current banking account by means of a notice issued in a summary 
way out of the Central Office of the Royal Courts, under order 46 of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. It was the practice of the Court of 
Chancery to issue its writ of distringas (for which the notice of distringas 
is now substituted) in cases similar to those in which a restraining order 
might be issued, and by section 4 of the Act (5 & 6 Vict. c 5) a restraining 
order is made to apply only to stocks and shares and the dividends thereon. 
The council addressed a communication to the Lord Chancellor to the 
effect that order 46, if it were construed to authorize such a notice, was in 
excess of the statutory power of the court, whose jurisdiction in this 
respect is solely derived from the Act, and that the word “‘moneys”’ 
could not be brought within that Act, and urged that a distringas notice 
ought to have no more extended application than a restraining order, and 
that rule 3 of the said order 46 should be so altered as to bring it into 
accord with section 4 of the Act—as, for instance, substituting the word 
‘*dividends,” or the words ‘‘dividends and interest,” for the word 
‘‘moneys.’”? It was also pointed out that a distringas applies to a public 
company only, so that if it should be held to attach to a current banking 
account, the anomaly would be introduced in practice that such an 
account, if kept at a joint stock bank, could be affected by the process, 
whereas, if kept at a private bank, it could not be touched. The council 
subsequently received a reply to the effect that the distringas in the case 
in question was issued in error from the Central Office, and that steps 
would be taken to prevent any recurrence of the mistake. 

Registers of Sales, Mortgages, Moneys for Investment, and Clerkships.—The 
following registers were opened on the Ist of March, 1888:— 

(2) Land and other properties for sale. 

(s) Money for investment on landed and other properties. 

(c) Securities offered on mortgage. 

(2) Money for investment on mortgage. 

(e) Solicitors wanting clerks. 

(f) Clerkships wanted. 

Entries on the registers a, 3, c, and d@ are made on the request of 
members of the society or their clerks authorized in writing, but all soli- 
citors or their duly-authorized clerks are entitled to search the registers 
without the payment of any fee. Forms, in which the necessary particu- 








* All legacies given by this my will or by any codicil hereto {and the legacy 
duty thereon) shall be paid primarily and in priority to my funeral and t+sta- 
mentary expenses and debts out of my personal estate in exoneration of the 
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lars must be inserted, are supplied on application at the registry office. 
In order to prevent applications by unauthorized persons, the forms must 
be signed by the solicitor using them. The fee for entry on each of the 
registers, a, 5, c, and d, is 5s., payable, on application for a form, in the 
cashier’s office, where a printed receipt must be obtained, after produc- 
tion of which in the registry office the necessary entry will be made. 
Entries are made in the register of clerks wanted (ec) on the written 
request of any solicitor giving the necessary particulars, and searches may 
be made in the same register by any person, on the written introduction 
of a solicitor, without the payment, in either case, of any fee. Entries 
are made on the register of clerkships wanted (f/) by any person on the 
written introduction of a solicitor, and it may be searched by any 
solicitor, or by any other person on the written authority of a 
solicitor, without payment in either case of any fee. Entries in the 
registers, unless renewed, will be expunged after the expiration of 
six months from the date of entry ; but entries can be kept on the regis- 
ters a, b, c, and d for twelve months on payment of 10s. These entries 
will be expunged after the expiration of that time unless renewed. 
Entries on the registers are subject to the approval of the secretary. The 
registry office (which is on the first floor of the society's buildiug) is open 
daily from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m., except on Saturdays, when it is closed at 2 
p.m. Solicitors and clerks using the registers are required to give imme- 
diate notice to the secretary of transactions effected and appointments 
obtained through the registry, in order to obviate the inconvenience which 
now arises in consequence of this regulation not being strictly observed. 
The registry has been extensively used, but in order to make it thoroughly 
successful, it is necessary that solicitors should place more entries on the 
property and money registers. Solicitors should bear in mind that by 
completing transactions through the registry they can earn the negotia- 
tion fee, which, at least in London, they now very seldom do. 

Matters relating to Solicitors.—During the past year fifteen solicitors have 
been struck off the rolls at the instance of the society, three have been 
suspended (but in one case the order was reversed on appeal), and seven 
ordered to pay costs. Six other cases have been referred to the master, 
and, besides these, six cases (which were set down or ready for hearing 
before the Ist of February, 1889, when the Solicitors Act, 1888, came into 
operation) are now pending. One application for restoration to the rolls 
has, at the instance of the society, been refused, but an appeal by the 
—- is now pending. The council have during the same period 
obtained convictions against unqualified persons in eight cases under the 
12th section of the Solicitors Act of 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 68), and fines 
have been inflicted in all cases. 





ADJOURNED GENERAL MEETING, 


Proceepincs AND ResotuTions AT THE ApsourNED ANNUAL GENERAL 
MegetinG, HELD Avcust 2np, 1889, Grinnam Keren, Esa., Presrpent, 
IN THE CuaIR. 

The President stated that the object of the adjourned meeting was to 
receive the report of the scrutineers as to the result of the election for the 
purpose of filling the vacancies in the council. 

The President thereupon called upon Mr, G. R. Dodd to read the 
report, which was as follows :— 


Incorporatep Law Soctery. 


Report of the scrutincers, appointed by the President of the Society, 
certifying the result of the election of twelve members of the council. 

Pursuant to the appointment made by the president, at the meeting of 
the society, held on the 12th day of July, 1889, ia compliance with bye- 
law 15, we, the undersigned, the scrutineers so appointed, beg to present 
to the members of the society our report certifying the result of the 
election, which has been conducted in accordance with the charter and 
bye-laws of the society. 

The secretary handed to us on Tuesday, the 30th of July, 1889, a box 
containing the voting papers, which he informed us had been placed in it 
as they were delivered. 

The first schedule hereto annexed contains the total number of voting 
papers received, amounting in all to 3,356. 

The same schedule sets forth the number of voting papers rejected, and 
the grounds of rejection—sixteen having been rejected because they were 
not received by midnight on the 27th of July, nine because the voting 
papers were not signed, and four because not sufficient names were struck 
out. 

The total number of votes in favour of each candidate is set forth in the 
second schedule hereto annexed. 

The third schedule contains the names of those candidates whom we 
find, and certify to be, duly elected. 

The voting papers have been duly closed up under our seal, and will be 
retained in our care for the period of one month, which will expire on the 
30th of August next, when we shall destroy them, as provided by section 2 
of bye-law 18. 

Grantuam R. Dopp, Chairman. 
Sam. Day. 
JoHN ELLertTon. 
Francis K. Munron. 
30th July, 1889. Jno. Tarry. 


Tue First ScHeDULE REFERRED TO IN THE ANNEXED REPORT. 


Total number of voting papers received... oe ove ees ww. 3356 
Of which there were :— 
A. Received after the prescribed date ... .. 16 
B. Unsigned... pe is vos ~_ — 


C. Not sufficient names struck out we “a & 
29 


Tus Seconp ScHEDULE REFERRED TO IN THE ANNEXED Report. 
No. of votes. 
E. J. Bristow... a “ ae 


ees oS arg Sa ae 


A. K. Common as a one s ee .» 1066 
Robert Cunliffs nee on ae obi we ee 2698 
R. R. Dees ... jot wale i ess om eos 29512 
Robert Ellett... ate vee si ae ose ..- 2806 
C. J. Follett ... Prat po ite oes és oe 2439 
The Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P. ... we we ©2562 
A. H. Hastie... “a ies ais soe ai ee §6=.:' 7699 
H. M. Low ... = ian ks bie one oe «©=—854“ 
Henry Manisty eve oe aes _ jon .-- 2640 
Sir Richard Nicholson sie sale ive tis << a 
F. D. Norman a bes eee 


Sir Henry Watson Parker... ped a ine «. 2790 

Henry Roscoe a éoe ae ose ove +. 2805 

C. T. Saunders = os os ove an ee 2762 

Tue Tuirp ScHEDULE REFERRED TO IN THE ANNEXED Report. 
Names of Candidates duly Elected. 


No. of votes, 
Robert Ellett, Cirencester ... ove sts ove «+ 2806 
Henry Roscoe, London... con eee en +» 2805 
Sir Henry Watson Parker, London _... ine coe 2790 
Cornelius Thomas Saunders, Birmingham ... ... 2762 
Ebenezer John Bristow, London... oe dee eee 2725 


Robert Ounliffe, London ... “se - sa ee 2698 
Henry Manisty, London ... eee sa ove «. 2640 
Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P., London __esee., eee 2562 
Robert Richardson Dees, Newcastle-on-Tyne... we $2512 
Charles John Follett, London _... aon “eo «- 2439 
John Wreford Budd, London _... we ove «- 2400 
Sir Richard Nicholson, London ... oe oon eo 2202 
Grantuam R, Dopp, Chairman. 
Sam. Day. 
Joun ELierron. 
Francis K, Munton. 
30th July, 1889. Jno. Tarry. 
It was moved by the President, and seconded by the Vice-President, 
and carried unanimously :—‘‘ That the thanks of the meeting be given to 
the scrutineers for the services they have rendered to the society.” 








CLERKS’ TESTIMONIAL TO MR. CHARLES 
F. SKIRROW. 


On Tuesday last a deputation, consisting of Mr. Philp (Field, Roscoe, & 
Co.), Mr. Straker (Sharpe, Parkers, & Oo.), Mr. West (Wilson, Bristows, 
& Carpmael), and Mr. Hawkins (Torr, Janeways, & Co.), waited on Mr. 
Skirrow and presented him an illuminated address in a massive silver 
casket with a suitable inscription. The address was signed by 140 
managing chancery and taxing clerks of the principal London solicitors, 
and expressed their regret at his retirement, and their appreciation of his 
uniform courtesy and kindness on all occasions when attending before 
him. They aleo presented a basket of very choice flowers to Mrs. 
Skirrow, which was specially prepared by Messrs. H. Hart & Oo., of 
Covent Garden. The silver casket and illuminated address were both 
beautiful works of art. The former was executed by Messrs. Ed 
Barnard & Sons, and the latter by Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Lone Vacation, 1889. 


NOTICE. 


During the Vacation until further notice :—All applications which may 
require to be immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the judges 
who for the time being shall act as Vacation Judges. 

Baron Pollock, one of the Vacation Judges, will, until further notice, sit 
in Chancery Court II., Royal Courts of Justice, at 11 a.m., on Wednesday 
in every week, commencing on Wednesday, 2lst of August, for the 
purpose of hearing such applications of the above nature as, according to 
the practice in the Chancery Division, are usually heard in court. 

No case will be placed in the judge’s paper unless leave has been 
previously obtained, or a certificate of counsel that the case requires to be 
immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, is left 
with the papers. 

The neneuay papers relating to every application made to the Vacation 
Judges (see notice below as to judges’ papers) are to be left with the 
cause clerk in attendance, Chancery Registrarse’ Chambers (Room 136), 





Royal Courts of Justice, before 1 o’clock on the Monday Feo - to the 
day on which the application is intended to be made. hen the cause 
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clerk is not in attendance, they may be left at Room 136, under cover, 

dressed to him, and marked outside ‘‘ Chancery Vacation Papers,” or 
they may be sent by post, but in either case so as to be received by the 
time aforesaid. ; 

Iu any case of great urgency, the brief of counsel is to be sent to the 
judge by post, or rail, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the affi- 
davits in support of the 4 gee and also by a minute, on a separate 
sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider the 
applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, sufficiently stamped, capable 
of reccieing the papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: 
To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal 
Courts of Justice, London, W.0.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers eent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The chambers of Mr. Justice Chitty will be open on Tuesday, Wednes- 
day, Thureday, and Friday in every week, from 10 to 2 o’clock. Baron 
Pollock will, until further notice, hear urgent summonses which may be 
adjourned to him in Room 297, in the Royal Courts of Justice (Carey- 
street entrance), on Friday, Auguet 16th, at 10.30 a.m., and subsequently 
on Wednesday in every week, at 10 a.m., commencing the 21st of August. 
A further time will be appointed for any cases that cannot then be con- 
veniently disposed of. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge in 
the Chancery Division can be obtained on application at the Chancery 
Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136. 


Jupers’ Parers. 

The following papers for the Vacation Judge are required to be left 
with the cause clerk in attendance at the Chancery Registrars’ chambers, 
Room 136, on or before the Monday previous to the day on which the 
application to the judge is intended to be made :— 

f. Counsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of special leave granted by 
the judge. : : 

2. Two copies of writ and two —_— of pleadings (if any) and any other 
documents shewing the nature of the application. 

3. Two copies of notice of motion. 

4. Office copy affidavits in support with exhibits, and also the affidavits 
in answer, if any filed. 

N.B.—Solicitors are requested when the application has been disposed 
of to apply at once to the judge’s clerk in court for the return of their 
papers. 

Norrcs To Soxicrrors. 
(Chancery Registrars’ Office.) 

The Chancery Registrars’ Office will be open daily. On Tuesday, the 
13th of August, and on the same day in every succeeding week during the 
Vacation, the registrar in attendance will see solicitors requiring altera- 
tions necessary in orders to be acted on by the paymaster; but the order, 
and any necessary papers, and a notification of the amendment as required 
by the 27th of the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1886, ought to be left at 
his seat not later than 12 o’clock on the previous day. 

Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts 

of Justice, August, 1889. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Tuomas Inwin Banstow, barrister, many years a stipendiary 
magistrate for the metropolis, died at his residence the Manor House, 
Elstree, on the 21st ult., in his seventy-first year. Mr. Barstow was the 
eldest son of Mr. Thomas Barstow, barrister, and was born in 1818. He 
was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1842, and he practised for many 
years on the Northern Circuit. In 1866 he was a commissioner for 
inquiring into corrupt practices in the borough of Lancaster. In 1867 
he was a member of a Royal Commission for inquiring into Trades 
Union outrages at Sheffield. In 1868 he was engaged in a similar 
inquiry at Manchester, and in 1869 he was a commissioner for inquiring 
into corrupt practices in the borough of Beverley. In 1874 he was 
appointed by Lord Cross as stipendiary magistrate at Clerkenwell Police 

, but in = last the state of his health obliged him to retire on a 
= Mr. Barstow was married in 1861 to the daughter of Mr. Henry 
ler, of Reaseheath, Cheshire. 

Sir Francis Orrrwett Apams, barrister, K.C.M.G., C.B., died at 
Grindelwald on the 20th ult. Sir F. Adams was the only son of Mr. 
Joseph Hollingworth Adams, Commissary-Geueral, and was born in 1826. 
He was educated at Trinity College, Oambridge, where he graduated as a 
senior optime, and also in the third class of the Classical Tripos, in 1848, 
and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1852. He 
was appointed attaché at Stockholm in 1854, and was afterwards trans- 
uel successively to St. Petersburg, Paris, Washington, and Yeddo. In 
1872 he became secretary to the British Embassy at Berlin, where he 
acted for several months as Charge d’Affaires. In 1874 he became 
secretary to the British Embassy at Paris, and he was British Envoy Ex- 
traordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland from 1881 till 
1888, when he retired from the Diplomatic Service. In 1878 he was a 
British Delegate at the Postal Congress at Paris, and he was also a mem- 
ber of the International Co ht Commission. He was created a Civil 
Companion of the Order of the Bath in 1878, and a Knight Commander 





of the Order of St. Michael and St. George in 1887. Sir F. Adams had 
recently published a book on ‘‘ The Swiss Confederation.” 


Mr. Joserx Beaumont, solicitor (of the firm of Beaumont, Son, & Rig- 
den), of 33, Chancery-lane, and of Maldon and Ooggeshall, died at 
Coggeshall on the 18th ult. Mr. Beaumont was born at Colchester in 
1827. He was articled to Messrs. Banks & Stevens, of Witham, and was 
admitted a solicitor in 1856. He was first associated with Mr. Richard 
Stevens at Witham and Coggeshall, with a London office in Old Jewry, 
then with the late Mr. Robert Warren with an office in Ooleman-street, 
and more recently he had practised in partnership with Mr. George 
Frederick Beaumont and Mr. George Ernest Rigden in Ohancery-lane, 
and at Coggeshall and Maldon. Mr. Beaumont was a perpetual commis. 
sioner for Middlesex, Essex, London, and Westminster, and he hada large 
private practice. He was deputy-returning officer for the Harwich Divi- 
sion of Essex, and clerk to the county trates and the Commissioners 
of Taxes. He was steward of no less than fifty manors in the eastern 
counties. He took an active interest in agricultural questions, and he 
had published a treatise on the Agricultural Holdings Act. He was a 
governor of the Coggeshall Grammar School, and he was for many years 
a member of the Braintree Board of Guardians. Mr. Beaumont was mar- 
ried to the daughter of Mr. Pollen, of Southminster, and he leaves three 
sons and three daughters. He was buried at Coggeshall on the 22nd ult. 


Mr. ALEXANDER Batpzrston, solicitor (of the firm of Veasey, Balder- 
ston, & Baker.), of 32, Bedford-row, and of Baldock, died at his residence, 
10, Lansdowne-road, Kensington Park, on the 15th ult. Mr. Balderston 
was born in 1822. He was admitted a solicitor in 1843. After several 
arog practice in London, he went into partnership with his uncle, the 
ate Mr. Samuel Veasey, who was for many years clerk to the county 
magistrates at Baldock. More recently Mr. Herbert Warren became a 
member of the firm. Mr. Balderston was for several years deputy-clerk to 
the magistrates for the Baldock Division of Hertfordshire. 


Mr. Joun Hart, solicitor (of the firm of Hart, Head, & Scales), of 
Dorking, died on the 24th ult., at the age of eighty-seven. Mr. Hart was 
the fourth son of Mr, Thomas Hart, solicitor, of Dorking, and was born in 
1802. He was admitted a solicitor in 1830, having served his articles 
with the late Mr. Puttock, of Epsom. He was formerly in partnershi 
with his father and Mr. Alexander Hart. He was next associated wi 
Mr. Peter Loubert Morten, and about two years ago he was joined by 
Mr. John Merrick Head, who is registrar of the Reigate County Oourt 
and clerk to the borough and county magistrates at Reigate, and by his 
managing clerk, Mr. George Scales, who is now clerk to the Dorking 
Board of Guardians and superintendent-registrar. Mr. Hart had a large 
practice. He was a perpetual commissioner for the county of Surrey. He 
had been registrar of the Dorking County Oourt (Circuit No. 50) ever since 
the passing of the County Oourts Act, 1846. He had been for fifty years 
clerk to the county magistrates. He was also clerk to the Commissioners 
of Taxes, solicitor to the Dorking Building Society, steward of the 
Manor of Milton, and deputy-steward of the Manor of Brockham. Mr. 
Hart was engaged in professional and official businees only a few days 
before his death. At the Dorking County Oourt on the 24th ult. Jud 
Martineau expressed his regret at Mr. Hart’s death, and spoke of the 
able manner in which he had discharged the duties of registrar of the 
court. 


Mr. Gzorce Brett, solicitor (of the firm of Brett & Barclay), died on 
the 5th ult. Mr. Brett was born in 1821. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1842, when he practised at Manchester and Salford, in partnership with 
Mr. Frederick Halton, who was registrar of the Salford County Court. 
More recently he was associated with Mr. John Barclay. Mr. Brett had 
a large practice. He was solicitor to the Ashbury Railway Carriage 
Building Co., and from 1859 till 1870 he was town clerk of the 
Borough of Salford. He was for some time a member of the Altrincham 
Local Board. He was buried at Kersal Cemetery, Manchester, on the 10th 
ult. 


Mr. ALExaNngsr Mysvunrou, barrister, died on the 30th ult. Mr. 
Myburgh was the sixth son of Mr. Francois Gerard Myburgh, of Cape- 
town, and brother of Mr. Philip Albert Myburgh, Q.0. He was born in 
1849, and he was educated at Trinity H Cambridge, where he 
graduated in the third class of the Law Tripos in 1869. He was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1871, and he shortly after- 
wards went to Shanghai, where he practised with great success in the 
Supreme Consular Court of Ohina. He was formerly a member of the 
firm of Myburgh & Dowdall, of Shanghai. Mr. Myburgh acted for some 
time as Crown Advocate at rtp se and he had filled the post of chair- 
man of the Shanghai Municipal Council. 


Mr. Samuzt Wrixrnson, solicitor, of Walsall, died on the 26th ult. in 
his seventy-first year. Mr. Wilkinson was born in 1819. He was 
admitted a solicitor about the year 1832, and for about forty-five years he 
had a large practice at Walsall. He was until 1876 clerk to the Walsall 
Improvement Commissioners. He was clerk of the peace for the boro 
for forty years, and town clerk for thirty-seven years. He was 
formerly clerk to the wg magistrates at Wal About two years 
ago he was compelled by ill-health to relinquish his public appointments, 
and to retire from practice. Mr. Wilkinson had been for several years a 
widower, and he leaves several children. He was buried at the Walsall 
Cemetery on the 31st ult. 


—— 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Francts Henry Lavuncetot Enxnineron, barrister, has been 
appointed Secre to the Commissioners inted under the Preston 
Gapention and Ribble Navigation Act, 1889. Mr. Errington is the third 
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son of General Arnold Charles Errington, and was born in 1854. He was 
educated at Hertford College, Oxford, where he graduated second class 
in Modern History in 1879. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
May, 1882, and he practises in the Chancery Division. 


Mr. Gzorcz Xavier Szcar has been appointed a Revising Barrister. 
Mr. Segar is the second son of Mr. Robert Segar, barrister, and was 
born in 1838. He was educated at Stonyhurst College, and he graduated 
B.A. at the University of London in 1859. He was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1862. He is a member of the Northern 
Circuit, practising locally at Liverpool. 


Mr. Henry Broomuzap Broomugap, solicitor (of the firm of Silvester 
& Broomhead), of Beverley, has been appointed Clerk to the East Riding 
Commissioners of Sewers, in succession to the late Mr. Harold Arthur 
Silvester. Mr. Broomhead was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 


Mr. Rosert Owen Jonzs, solicitor, of Blaenau, Festiniog, Portmadoc 
and Bethesda, has been —- Deputy Coroner for Merionethshire. 
Mr. Jones was admitted a solicitor in 1879. 


Mr. Jonn Woo tey, solicitor and notary, of Derby, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Tuomrson, solicitor, of Stanhope, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Weardale Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, School 
Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. Thompson 
is clerk to the county magistrates at Stanhope. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1861. 


Mr. Joun Brow Asuwett, solicitor (of the firm of Keary, Marshall, & 
Ashwell), of Stoke-upon-Trent, has been elected Town Olerk of the 
borough of Stoke-upon-Trent, in succession to Mr. William Bagnall, 
resigned. Mr. Ashwell was admitted a solicitor in 1878. He is deputy- 
registrar of the Stoke-upon-Trent and Longton County Courts, of which 
his partner, Mr. James Cutliffe Marshall, is registrar, 


Mr. Rowianp Wutreneap, barrister, has been appointed Honorary 
Secretary to the Mansion House Committee on Railway Rates. Mr. 
Whitehead is the son of the Right Hon. Alderman James Whitehead, 
Lord Mayor of London. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in April, 1888, and he practises in the Chancery Division. 


Mr. Gzorcz E. Sotomon, solicitor, of 28, Holford-square, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner to take Acknowledgments of Deeds and 
other Instruments, administer Oaths, and take Depositions and Affidavits 
to be used or recorded in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 


——— 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that a novel idea has been started in the neighbourhood of 
Dawlish, where it is proposed (Zruth says) to raise funds for a new church 
by debentures, bearing interest at 4 per cent., secured as a first charge on 
the offertories. [Our contemporary omits to say that, the church being 
at a watering place, the charge is to be a ‘‘ floating’’ one. ] 


The president at a banquet of the New York Bar Association, in calling 
upon John Clinton Gray to reply to the toast of ‘‘ The Oourt of Appeals,’’ 
said that it was once explained to an innocent inquirer, when he asked 
what was meant by calling the Court of Appeals a “‘ court of last resort,’’ 
that it meant if he wanted justice that was the last place to go for it, 


The Albany Law Journal tells a story of a letter Judge Gary, of 
Chicago, wrote to the county board about the great chandelier in the 
criminal court room, which was very insecure. Gary told them that it 
was likely to fall at any time, ‘‘and kill not only the lawyers, but in- 
nocent citizens who may be sitting within the bar.’’ In his judgment 
on an argument as to whether a bastardy proceeding was civil or 
criminal, the same judge said: ‘‘It seems to me this case began in 
civilities and ended in criminality.”’ 


In a case heard before the Recorder of Londen on the 2nd inst., counsel 
proposed to put in the depositions of the prisoner taken by the coroner, 
who stated tnat, before prisoner was examined, she was cautioned. The 
Recorder asked for authority for making this use of prisoner’s depositions. 
Counsel said it was a matter of common practice. The Recorder: Many 
years ago I was engaged in a case in which I successfully resisted the 
putting in of depositions in this way, on the ground that the evidence was 
given under compulsion or duress, and that the witness was not a free 
agent. It may be, however, that the decision has been overruled since 
that time. Counsel said he did not consider the depositions material, and 
would not press the matter. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE., 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Kay. CuHITTY. 
Monday, August ........ 12 Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
NonrtTa. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, August ........ 12 Mr, Jackson Mr. Pugh Mr. Koe 


The Long Vacation will commence on Tuesday, the 13th day of August, and 
terminate on Wednesday, the 23rd day of October, 1889, both days inclusive. 








So 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, Aug. 2. 
JUINT STOCK COMPANIES, 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CONSTITUTIONAL News ASSOCIATION, LimiTeD—Chitty, J, has fixed Saturday, 
Aug 10, at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
Colyer, Wych st, solor for petner 

West InpIAN GOLD MINING CORPORATION, LimiTeD—Petn for winding up, 
presented July 30, directed to be heard before Pollock, B, on Wednesday, Aug 
21 Paddison & Co, Gray’s inn sq, solors for petner 

WILTSHIRE BREWsRY Co, LiurTgep—-By an order made by Kay, J, dated July 20, 
it was ordered that the company be woundup Beard & Sons, Basing st, 
solors for petners 

UNLIMITED IN_CHANCERY. 

NEWFOUNDLAND CONSOLIDATED CoPpPER MINING Co—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Aug 1, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, Aug 10 
Freshfields & Williams, Bank bdgs, solors for petners 


CouUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
CLAVIGER CycLE Co, Lrutrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 31, directed 
to be heard before Bristowe, VO, at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, 
chester, on Monday, Oct 28, at 10.30 Darbisbire & Co, Manchester, solors for 


petners 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Hornby Castie Lopes, O’Druids Friendly Society, Royal Oak Inn, Hornby, 
Lancaster July 29 
a UNION Matt FRIgnDLY Socrety, Boar’s Head Inn, Leigh, Lancaster 


uly 31 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
BioominG Rosz LonpGs, Philanthropic Institution Friendly Society, New Inn, 
Llantillio Pertholey, Abergavenny, Monmouth July 30 
QUEEN OF THE VALLEY LopGEs, Philanthropic Institution Friendly Society, 
Bridge End Inn, Pentre, Ystrad, Pontypridd, Glamorgan July 30 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, a 
JOINT STOCK COMPAN ; 
Li IN CHANCERY. 

BRITISH AND COLONIAL LAND ASSOCIATION, LimiTsp—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Aug 2, directed to be heard before the Vacation Jadge, on Wedn y> 
Aug 21 Smith & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Sp & Olarkson, 
Keighley, Yorks, solors for petners 

ORMEROD, GRIERSON, & Co, E£D—Oreditors are required, on or before Oct 
24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Adam Murray, 104, King st, Manchester Grundy & Co, Southampton 
bdgs, Chancery lane, official liquidator’s solors 

Swans CHILIAN MANGANESE Co, LimiTED—Creditors are required, on or before 
Yept 23, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts 
or claims, to John George Craggs, 19a, Coleman st Olarke & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


fields, solors 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
WELLINGTON Corn Mitt Co, LiruiTrEp—By an order made by Bristowe, VC, 
dated July 22, it was ordered that the company be wound up Molesworths & 
Sims, Manchester, agents for Molesworth, Rochdale, solor for petners 














CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day oF CLAIM, 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, J 19, 
SrovoART, SAMUEL, Alpha rd, Marylebone, Esq. pt 1. Wilson vy Macrae, 
North, J. Lyne, Gt Winchester st 
London Gaz+tte —TUESDAY, July 23. 
SHINKWIN, CHARLES CAMILA, Florence, Italy, Esq. Oct 1. Ciolli vy Shinkwin, 
North, J. Pym, Frederick’s place, Ola J ewry 
Wutson, Epnrarm, Bridge rd, Battersea, Cattle Salesman. Sept 2, Wilson v 
Youngman, Chitty, J, Young, Newgate st 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLam. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, July 26. 

ABBOTT, JABEZ, Alford, Lincoln, Gent, Oct1. Rhodes & Oarnley, Alford 
BEATSON, LEONARD, Whalley Range, Manchester, Merchant, Sept 17. Farrar 

& ,» Manchester 
BENNLTT, GEORGE, Fishguard, Pembroke. Aug 31, Vaughan, Fishguard 
CHRISTIE, Rev Fpwarp Ric#agp, Acre Jane, Brixton, Aug 26, Sloper & Potter, 

High st, Waudsworth 
Corp, z —_ Combe St Nicholas, Somerset, Yeoman. Aug 24. Clarke & Lukin, 

Jhar 


eee no ms my ae West Wycombe Park, Bucks, Sept 1. Lupton, New 

sq, Lincoln’s ion 

Dun, JoszepH THomas Hout, Sudbury, Harrow, Physician. Sept10. Hicks & 
Arnold, Kiag at, Covent Garden 

Duxbury, EDMUND. Haigh, nr Wigan, Storekeeper. Oct 24. Whitaker, Duchy 
of Lancaster Offica 

FIEDLER, FsRDINAND HERRMANN, Market pl, Gt Portland st, Tailor. Aug 26. 
Newton & Co, Gt os st 

Facet, Jom. Emmett st, Poplar, Coffee House Keeper, Aug 20. Markby & Oo, 

Joleman st 

GAUEKROGER, MARY, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks. Aug7. Hoyle, Halifax 

Gorpon, JAMES, Weston super Mare, Gent. Aug 31, Woolfryes & Powell, Ban- 
well, Somerset 

HawWEs, J AuenS FURSDEN, Wiston, Suffolk, Farmer. Sept 14. Goody & Son, Col- 
chester 

Hitt, JoHN, Yeovil, Glove Manufacturer. Sept 2. Watts, Yeovil 

Hyper, Henry, Hollingworth, Chester, Yeoman. Aug 28. Drinkwater, Hyde 

ILotr, Many ANN, New Mile End, nr Luton. Aug 31. Spence & Uo, Hertford 

KENT, GEORGE HENRY, Chichester, Brewer's Clerk. Sept 2, Sowton, Chichester 

Mantmh. 4 oma De, Gresham House. Aug 31. Irvine & Hodges, Hart st, 

ark lane 

McMor.Lanb, ELIZABETH, Orpington, Kent. Sept 1. Vallance & Vallance, 
Essex st, Strand ; 

MITCHELL, Rey ANDREW LAMESDEN, Otley, nr Ipswich. Aug 7. Argles & Oo, 
Gt St Helen’s, E.C. 

NEWALL, KOBERT STIRLING, Fern Dene, Gateshead. Aug 28. Olayton & Gib- 
son, Newcastle on ‘Tyne 

NICHOLLS, THOMAS WILLIAM, Kingsland rd, Surgical Instrument Maker, Aug 
81, Sturt, Ironmonger lane 
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Henne, Rev wynsnnant ARTHUR, Weedon, Northampton. Aug 31. Wavell & 
Parurr, FEEDERICE Avaustvs, St Leonards on Sea, Gent. Oct 1. Hughes & | 
me Chapel st, Bedford row 
a » WILLIAM JOHN, Plymouth, Civil Engineer. Sept 29. Wilson & Loye, 
ymou 
NY, CAROLINE, Kingston on Thames. Oct 1, Crawford & Chester, Canron st 
POLLARD, JAMES, Bradford, Solicitor, Aug 20. Dwyer, Dewsbury 
SHOPLAND, WILLIAM, Crediton, Devon, Builder. Aug 3i. Brutton, Exeter 


Samira. — LEWIs, Ifield rd, West Brompton, Gent. Sept 14. Smith, Gt St. 
en’s 
SwrTH, Witt1aM Setx, Holmwood, Walton on Thames, Esq. Septi. Nisbet & 


Daw, Lincoln’s inn fields 
STEVENSON, JAMES, Boston, Lincoln, Gent. Augi0. Staniland, Boston 


STEWART, OQuARLES Hay, Leadenhall chmbrs, St Mary Axe. Aug 3i. Evans, | 


eap 
THOMPSON, ABRAHAM, Manchester, Engineer. Aug 31. Barrow & Smith, Man- 


chester 
THOMPSON, JOHN RICHARDSON, Haile, Cumberland, Shipowner. Sept 2. Atkins | 
scn & Bennett, Whitehaven 
omas, Tomas, 
Hughes, Aberystwit 
THopy, Mary, Bedford. August 25. Cavell, New inn, Strand 


WALEER, JOSEPH, Thurlow place, Bethnal Green, Cork Cutter. Aug 23. Parker 
& Co, St Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill 
‘Wetcnu, Mary, Maidenhead, Aug 24. Spender, Maidenhead 
Wayman, Puirir, Borrowash, Derby, Gent. Aug 31. Gadsby & Coxon, Derby 
WRIGHT, CHARLES, Woking, Licensed Victualler. Sept 1. Wyatt & Barraud, 
St Mildred’s court, Poultry 


London Gazette.—TuRsDAY, July 30. 
BakKER, ARTHUR, Shardlow, Derby, Innkeeper. Sept 20. Sale & Mills, Derby 
BARRETT, GEORGE, Bramley, Surrey, Esq. Augi2. Mellersh, Godalming 


Batrss, Joun, Bromley, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. Aug 15. Forbes, 
- London st, Fenchurch et 
BURCHNALL, SAMUEL, Anstey, Leicester, Farmer. Aug 31. Burgess, Leicester 


Davis, Louisa, Packington st, Islington. Sept 29. Jaques & Oo, Ely pl 


Fats, WILLIAM STewart, Curraghmore, Bournemouth, Physician. Sept 7. 
Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bidgs 
Fieri, ANN, Bridlington, York. Aug Si. Sutcliffe & Sutcliffe, Bridlington 


Frovup, Epwarp, Loose, nr Maidstone, Butcher. Aug 30. Stevens, Fentiman 
td, Clapham rd 
Ger, WILLIAM, Ashton on Mersey, Gent. Augi7. Farrar & Hall, Manchester 


Gorpon, RoBERT, Newcastle on Tyne, Gent. Sept 20. Brown, Newcastle on 
Tyne 


— Aberayron, Cardigan, Master Mariner. Aug 28. | 


Hacrwoop, Tuomas, Sydenham, Kent, Gent. Sept 90. Paddock & Sons, Heuky 
| HassaLt, MARTHA, Stone, Stafford. Aug ?4. Paddock & Sons, Hanley 


| Hemmons, Isaac, Kingsdown, Bristol, Gent. Aug2t. Salmon, Bristol 
| Henson, T Tuomas, Leadenham, Lincoln, Yeoman. Sept 1. Swan & Bourne, 


coln 
| Honan, ool. JAMES, Upper Norwood, Surrey. Aug 31. Johnson & Qo, 


| Flory, Jom, Barrow in Furness, Railway Employe. Augi0. Tyson, Dalton ia 
| ness 
} JOHNSTONE, Gnonan Nassau, Northam, nr Bideford, Major-General. Sept 1, 

Turner & Low, King st, Cheapside 

Barch & Co, Spring gdus 

Paddock & Sons, 
| a », sae Cheddleton, Stafford, Esq. Sept 30. Paddock & Sons, Han- 
MELLING, THomas, Wheelton, nr Chorley, Gent. Aug 23. Morris, Chorley 


MILLING, JouN, Harrogate, Merchant. Sept1. Milling, Leeds 


| NorTH, GEoRGE MATruHias, Swine, } Farmer. Sept 30. 
turk, South Cave, R.8.0., Yor 


PANEHURST, JAMES WILLIAM, Secemr, Gent. Sept 30. Paddock & Sons, Hanley 
Somes, Se EpwIv, Short st, Shadwell, Wheelwright. Sept 4. Watson, Grace- 


5, WALLIAR, Padma Torkard, Notts, Stonemason. Sept9. Burton & 


Canaan weume ee Vale, Monmouth. Augi7. Powell, Ebbw Vale 
TAYLOR, BENJAMIN, Barnstone, Notts, Farmer. Aug 3i. Jackson, Derby 
TayLor, WILLIAM, Rou ugh Close, nr Stone, Stafford, Lawn Weaver. Sept 90. 


| JONES, ARTHUR O’BRIEN, Epsom, Surgeon. Aug 10. 
Muze, 0: CHARLES JaMEs, Stoke upon Trent, Gent. Sept 30. 
| 


Burland & Mac- 


| 
} 
| 
| SWINTON 
| 


Paddock & /?_ wy ? 
Tuomas, THOMAS, aeaien. berayron, Cardigan, Master Mariner. Aug 2, 
Hughes, Aberystwi 


TURNER, JAMES, Weston ll Mare, Gent. Aug 31. Forward, Axminster 

WHEELER, WILLIAM, Meonstoke, Southampton, Trainer of Horses, Aug 31, 
Wilkins & Co, Gresham house, Old Broad st 

WILEINSsoN, GEORGE FREDERICK Eacuus, Sydenham, Kent, Doctor. Sept 1. 
Turner & Low, King st, Cheapside 

Witty, Mary, Kivgston upon Hull. Augi5. Wilson & Sons, Hull 








WARNING TO INTENDING HovUsE PURCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house have the Sanitary arrangementsthoroughly examined byan pert 
oes The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., 

inster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ ADVT.} 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


London Gasette—FRIDAY, Aug 2, 


ACASTER, WALTER, Grent Grimsby, Clerk Great | 
Grimsby Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
SHWELL, WILLIAM, egg Stationer 
bury PetJuly 3¢ Ord July 

BEAvumMONT, GEORGE ALBERT, ae JOHN BEAUMONT, 
Bottom New Mill, Yorks, Yarn Spinners Hud- 
dersfield Pet Jaly 30 Ord July 30 
vis, RoBERT, Shanklin WwW, Geppenter 
port and Ryde Pet July 30 Ord July 

Baicas, James, Blackburn, Grocer fm A ll Pet 
June 27 Ord July 30 

BRYANT, JOSEPH, Dartmouth pk hill, Highgate, 
Butcher High pa RY July 15 ‘Ord July 29 


Victualler Liverpool 
Mosby, JAMES, ~—- 
30 Ord 


June7 Ord 


Mort, JAMES, 


Dews- 


New- 


PROcTOR, 


EONARDS, Lincoln’s inn 30 Ord July 30 


ILLIAM PHILIP 
fields, Solicitor High Court Pet July 22 Ord | syow, Wi~LmaM, , Foreman of the Works | Pongo. Rosekt, Vesta rd, Brockley rise, Kent, 
July 30 Uiaken, Canara aiaots ts, Smithfield High Pigeon Breeder Aug 14 at 3 119, Victoria st, 
OLAYTON, HENRY, Darlington, Tailor Stockton on Court Pet July 30 Ord Jul Westminster 
Tees and Middlesborough Pet July 30 Ord/ somervinzez, Maria, Fe enell st, Bays- | aupaer, WILLIAM, Newmarket All Saints. Cantab, 
uly 30 water, formerly y Boarding House Keeper High | berg 3 of Racehorses Aug {4 at 2.30 The White 
CuiFFoRD, _THoMas, Whitwick, Leicestershire, Court Pet July 30 Ord Jul rt Hotel, Newmarket 
Miner Leicester Pet July 30 Ord July 30 Swirt, THomas, Nottingham, er Nottingham | outers, THomMas ARTHUR, Lichfield, Wine. Mer- 
CoHEN, Moss LEOPOLD, fargo ag ® sq, Gent High Pet July 27° Ord July 2 | chant Aug 10at11.15 Off Rec, Bridge st, Walsall 





Court Pet June17 Ord July 
Coopgr, Mosss, Yarbridge, nr *gradin 
tractor Newport and Ryde Pet 


July 31 
Ear., STEPHEN, London wall, ben Engineer High | 


. | W, Con- 


uly 19 Ord July 30 Ord July 30 


NCHARD, 


Cours (Fes July , Ht | RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND ADJU- | Hanvay, WILLIAM, Caister, next Great ; Yarmouth, 

meer ee bar Sera ce orks, vend season ANNUL “ . one Hey —— Aug 10 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
. or 

_? reo Ord dele _ Former | Toa FamoRnce, 2 Count squats ti, 1887 How.ipay, Rospert, Bowne:s, Cumberland, Farmer 


AMES, Sm 
Macclesfield’ Pot duly © Ord July 31 
FansHAWE, Henry, Rhyl, Fliuts, Commeretal 
Traveller Bangor Pet Mayi17 Ord Jul 
—— poe, Nottin —, Gasman 
ae i July 30 Ord July 
eee Suffolk, Tailor Ipswich 


Notting 





| LANCASTER, Mary, Stanley, 
aS StoolMaker Leeds Pet July | 
Moss, Isaac, Connaught a Florist High Court Pet | 


Dongies 
Greenwich Pet fin ss Ord 
PADDISON, HENRY RUSSELL, Saffron Walden, Essex, 
emesty Innkeeper Cambridge Pet July18 Ord | 


30 
Parez, re a gaa Innkeeper Carlisle Pet July 
30 


30 
PICKARD, JAMES, Whitchurch, Salop, 
wich and Orewe Pet July 30 
HENRY ALBERT, Castle Pease. pee, | 
Ro anny oe Poe a. oF ee | 
BERTS, JOHN. THOMAS JOHN ROBERTS, an FRETTON, ¢ 
RoBERTs, Denbigh, Grocers Bargor Pet July | THomas, Brighton. Lodging house Keeper 


SyxEgEs, JOSEPH, Leicester, * baie Leicester 


JAMES (deceased), late of Wareham, 
Dorset, Grocer Poole PetJuly 18 Ord July 29 


End, Sa 
Adjad Dec 28, 1887 i and Annul May 2t 


RECEIVING ORDER hs a tal AND 
PETITION DISMISSE 


Szars, E. J., TheS. E. R. Co., “mae Bridge Sta- 


nr Liverpool, Licensed | CoopgR, Mosss, Yarbridge, nr Bradin nes Contractor 
et J uly 31 OrdJuly 31 | Aug 9 at 11.30 Holyrood oe. ewport, I W. 
DANBY, GEORGE WILLIAM, mene n upon Hull, 
— Aug 10at10 Off dex rinity house lane, 


| DAVISON, JosEPH, Sandy, Beds., yl Aug 12 at 
12.80 Greyhound Inn, Sand y 
Ds FERNEX, JoHN HENaByY. Orchard bidgs, Acton st, 
Haggerston, Mantle Manufacturer ‘Aug 14 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln's ino 
| Extiorr, Amos, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Tape 
og og Aug 9at 3.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford 
st, 
| ENGLISH, H. G., Cheltenham, Riding Master Aug9 
at 3 ‘County Court ota Cheltenham 
| Evan’ Ns, JAMES. Smallwood, Cheshire, Farmer Aug 
12at11 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfiel 


st, Deptford, Engineer | 


uly «6 


my Nor- 
rd Jul y 30 


uly 29 Ord July 29 


Aug10ati1 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Pet | GROTH, LORENTZ ALBERT, Tokenhouse bldgs, Moor- 
| fate st, Civil Engineer Aug 13 at 11 Bankruptcy 
dgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s ian fields 
enn Gawen, Cheltenham, puttaneer Aug 9 at 

4.30 County Court bldgs, Cheltenha 








Aug 22at12 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Hooper, Henry, High st, West Norwood, Grocer 
Aug 13at12 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

HowWEkLL, JOHN GrirFiTH, Car tigan, Ironmonger 
Aug 10 ati1 Off Rec, Carmarthen 





eet J uly % 29 y Ord Si IncHamM, EDWARD, late of New Broad st, Auctioneer 
Grey, HELEN all Pall, Boardiog House = a ee oad yar .j the said — Co. et Augi4ati2 33, Carey st, Liacoln’s inn 
Keeper High Court. Bet a 31 Ord July 3t Sein 45 JzEvons, JAMES, Wolverhampton, Ironfounder’s 
Harvey, HERBERT Birmingham, Iron- Fitter Aug i3ati1i Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
ae? “Birmingham Pe Pet oy r Ord July 39 29 FIRST MEETINGS. oe —— Wane, yon OS 
r,nr Gt Yarmouti ASTER, Grimsby. — Aug 14 at 11 neer ug a ankrup ldgs, 
=" Great Yarmouth Pet July 2 Ord ns Off Mag Gt Grimsb ° Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
July 29 BALMFIRTH, GEORGE, 8, ose Aug 12 at 11 | Kent, Joun Ropert, Tynemonth, Baker Aug 13 at 
THER, HENRY ERICK, Reigate, Grocer Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
ogy bad eye Ord July 29 BARTON, HENEY ROBERT, Walworth rd, Tobapoouias Kegyes, RopeRT Crofrs, Cheapside, Hosier A’ 
be Surrey, Coal Dealer Aug l4ati1 33, Carey st, Lincolo’s ati? Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Linco 
Gollatord "ond t G Pet July 2% Ord | BEAUMONT, GEORGE “ALBERT, and JOHN T Beavucen, inn fields 
wb Bottom, New Mill, Yorks, Yarn Spinners Aug | Kina, HENRY, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
HOLLIDAY, em TY reams = Pe ree Farmer iat 8 Haigh & Son, Solicitors, New st, Hudders- Aug 9 at 12 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
Horwood, WiLLIAM, Newbold Pacey Warwickshire, | Beavis, Ropget, Shanklin, I-W., ter Aug 9 Magxuxzm, Pancy COMPTON, late Ba o we, West 
2 Farmer Warwick Pet July ee Ora July 26 at il Holyrood ¢ chmbrs, Newport, I. W. a *s, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fidids 
Isaac. JOHN, Ilfracombe, Lessee of lis Barnstaple| BREWER, WILLIAM JOHN, Eastbourne, Coach Builder Fapeey 
Pet July 29 Ord J Aug9 ati? Bankru bldgs, Lineoln’s inn Macxesass, Tuouas Fain, Bendon ri, Old Ford rd, 
Kent, JOHN RopERT, th, Baker New-/| OnirrorD, THOMAS, Miner Aug 14 Box Aug 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
castle on Tyne Pet J 1 “Ord July 31 at3 Oif Ihee, 28, Friar lane, Leics Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
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NIGHTINGALE, ALFRED, Gravesend, Builder Aug 12 
at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

Pars, JOSEPH, Carlisle, Innkeeper Aug 22 at 2.30 

$4, Fisher st, Carlisle 

HAnnaAB, Sacriston, Daiew. Saddler Aug 

be at415 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 
LER, WILLIAM, Smethwick, Staffs, Draper Aug 

14at11_ 25, Colmore row, Birming ham 

Proctok, HENRY ALBERT, Castle Doniegten. Leics, 
Farrier Aug 14 at 12,30 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane 
Leicester 

RBES, Sacnen, Honeyborough, Pembs, Farmer 
fag 9 at 11.45 Temperance Hall, Pembroke 

SEAGER, JAMES MORRISON, late Gracechurch 
Chemical Manufacturer Aug 15 at 12.80 hank? 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

SHACKLETON, JOHN a mae Botolph lane, Merchant 
Aug 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn felis 

BrsiEy, E Esau RALPH, Stroud, Glos, Decorator Aug 
0 


Off 15, King st, Gloucester 
SEFIELD, James, Brighton, formerly Butcher ane 
10 at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighto 
SOANE, nowane, late Akerman rd, Brixton, Cneese- 
monger Augi5ati1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
— JOHN THOMAS, Piymout Plasterer Aug 
atit 10, Athenzum ter, Plymout th 
SOLEURLAED, WILLIAM T., late Arlington st, Picca- 
dilly, Gent Aug 14 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’ s inn fields 
Swit, THOMAS. Nottingham, Painter Aug 10 at 11 
ff Rec, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 
suum. JOSEPH, Leicester, Joiner Aug 15 15 at 3 Off 
Rec. 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
Toon, WILLIAM, Atherstone, Warwickshire, Grocer 
Aug 14 at 12 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
ToPHaM, GEORGE NAYLOR, Bradford, out of business 
Aug 12at12 Off Rec, 22. Park row, Leeds 
1LL1AMs, ERNEST H., Canton, Oardiff, 
Trawler Aug 16at3 Off Rec, "29, Queen F. = 
York, Henry Noaxkg, Stratford, Essex, Draper 
Aug i3at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ACASTER. WALTER, Gt ss. Clerk Gt Grimsby 
oF. July 2 OrdJu 
NARDO, C. E., East oo rd,Gent High Court 
ABpet July S Ord ‘July 20 
BopDEN, THOMAS WALTER, og = Eee Insurance 
Agent Poole Pet July 20 Ord July 
BOUMAED, ALFRED HENRY, Poultry. Financial Agent 
High Ayo Pet May 27 Ord aSuly 30 
BUTCHER, CHARLES, Lodge ovens, ad Builder 
High’ Court Pet June2# Ord July 30 


CLAYTON, HENRY, Darlington, Tailor Stockton 
Rs and Middlesborough Pet July 30 Ord 
uly 30 


CLEMESHA, WARREN, Leeds, Provision Merchant 
Leeds Pet July5 Ord July 27 
— Miner 


‘EARL, STEPHEN, London wall, Gas "agineer High 
Ocurt Pet Jul a_i? oO eg July 29 

EDMOND, GEORGE. gnes, Yorks, Tailor 
ray rag | Pet July st “Sra Ls iy 3 

Evans, JAMES, Smallw 
iclestield, Pet July 30 ‘Onn tees 

ELL, WILLIAM HEAp, Kineton on Thames, 

Sees ee mmagiety Surrey Pet ty 23 
r 

FITZGIBBON, CHARLES * 
Paener oars Hisk Gon Cours” Pet “\ =3"y 13 O 


GaRERTT, pone, Mettieghem , Gasman Notting- 
ham Pet July uly 30 
GILBERT, tee A Newmarket All Saints, Cambs, 
ip ae of Racehorses Cambridge Pet July 4 
r 
GREEN, Wissen, Bipeston, Suffolk, Tailor Ipswich 
Pet July 26 Ord July 29 


apesmaven, HEBERT WILLI AM, savepodl, Tailor 


1 Pet July12 Ord Jul 
AWEN, Oheltenham, Au Gaees Chelten- 
Pet June 23 Ord July 29 
Harvey, WILLIAM, Caister, next Gt Tempout. oy 4 

DeaJer Gt Yarmouth Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Hiccinson, ARTHUR, Victoria st, Westminster, 

Solicitor High Court PetJune7 Ord July 30 
How, Ropert Garr, Southwark st, Iron M t 
H High — a July 2% Ord July y 3 

OWELL, JOHN GRIFFITH, ronm r 

Carmarthen Pet July 22 ora eat: — 
Kent, Joun ROBERT, Tynemouth, Bauer Newcastle 

= 1 gs Pet July 31 Ord July 3t 

HENRY, Bedfordbury, Covent Garden, 
Teatial Jeweller High Court Pet June 5 
ir 
soem, Tastes, Les Leeds, Stool Maker Leeds Pet July 


Morr, JAMES, Hieh at, Dentterd. Engineer Green- 
wich Pet July 26 ‘Ora July 26 
NicHoLs. HENRY, and RicHarD NICHOLS, Narrow st, 
Limehouse, aaa High Court Pet May 
27 Ord July 29 
—_,. J oa )—rny Innkeeper Oarlisle Pet 
y Or 
PENNINGTON, kam dg Seateae, Draper Sheffield 
Pet July 27 Ord July 
CKARD, JAMES, Whitchurch, Salop, Builder Nant- 
wich and Crewe pa J 7 29 rd J uly 31 
Portway, CRESSEL JOHN, Egham, arse. G Grocer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet July 27 ona y 3 
Rk, HENRY ALBERT, Castle Donington, ‘Leics, 


REEs, GzorGs. Honeyborough, i Be "Farmer 
Pembroke Dock Pet July 11 Ord July 
ROBERTS, JOHN, THOMAS JOHN ROBERTS, and ‘JosRrx 


HARLE, 





eR TT Denbigh, Grocers Bangor Pet July 30 

SCHAEFFER, © P. Gt Winchester st, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet May1 Ord Jaly 30 

ScHOFIgLD, THOMAS, and THoMAS ASHWORTH, Man- 
chester, Grey Cloth Manufacturers Manchester 
Pet 4 Ord July 31 

SIBLEY, Raps, Stroud, Glos, Decorator 
Ry Pet July 12 Ord July 29 

Snow, WiLt1aM, Wharton st, Foreman of the Works 
London Oentral Market, Smithfield High 
Court Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

SOMERVILLE, ANNIE Marta, Courtnell water, 
omer em ee es keeper Court 
Pet Juty 30 Ord Ju *? 

SUTSERLAND, WILLIAM T, Late 4stiagsen st, - 
Goya Gent High Court Pet June 14 

SwIrT, Tomas, Hetinghem, Painter Nottiogham 
Pet —s Ord July 27 
ae H, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet 
J 3. Ord 


suiy, . 
THomas, D. t rd, Bow,  Dateyman High 
Court. Pet eyes 27 Ora Jul 
GEORGE NAYLOR, B Bradtora, out of business 
of” Say, 2 Ord Jul 
WRIGHT, Epon ~ 42 High Court 
Dot Oct 26” Ord July 29 


London Gasette.—TUESDAY, August 6, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
. Wreii1aM, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Augi Ord Augi 
AvsryY, Peter, Stockton on Tees, Fitter Stockton on 


Tees Pet Augi Ord Aug 1 
Boor, Epwarp, Halifax, Butcher Halifax Pet 


ani Ta ALFRED, Mochiehe, Tobacconist Old- 


as Ord A ug 1 
Or Kent, Fruit Grower 
Croydon Pet J 31 Ord ee as 

OTT, RY WILLIAM, Bro d, Herne, Kent, 
ieee Pet Aug2 Ord 


a, | tp ed om, Draper Pontypridd 
Pet Augi Ord A 

BERT, Kes ick, Comtenpes Cocker- 

mouth and Worki m PetAugi Ord Augi 

ILL1aM, Doldre, Tregaron, Coctiasaeae, 

armarthen Pet Aug? Ord Aug 

Ly mae Lancs, Clerk Livenoal 
ug 2 

McOrgEa, Gaones WILLIAM, Kingston u Hull, 
Commission com Kingston upon all Pet 
July 19 Ord Au 


4 Pavemen ham, Mer- 
Wandsworth +o May 9 Ord 


SETTERFIELD, HENRY GEORGE, a. Fisher- 
man Canterbury Pet Aug? O 

SouTHwoop, JAMES HENRY, idnes, te 

Dealer Liverpool ‘Pet Aug t Ord Ai 

TaYLok, ABRAHAM, Wolverhampton, Butcher je 
verhampton Pot Aug 3_C Ord Aug 2 


ay ae 
anh Bangor Pet Aug Fe rd A 
MARGARET 08, Devon,” Widow 
“Barnstaple Pet Jul P19 Ord A 


VINE, JAMES, Ch Licensed 
Victualler 8 ey yy 2 Ord Aug 2 
WILLY, AMBROSE a Surgeon Canterbury 


Pet — 81 Ord % 
ALFRED —™ Fishmonger 
Poole’ Pet Aug 2 OrdA 


The following amended om is stiiiin for that 
published in the London Gazette of July 80. 
PO James EDWIN Rochdale, Wine Mee 
chant Oldham Pet July 15° Ord July 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Boor, “alitax’ Halifax, Butcher Aug i4at3 Off 
BRAILEY, CHABLES, Leicester, Excise Officer Aug 14 
ati “ito. yaa at, Westminster 
RED, Rochdale, Tobacconist 
‘har 15 ry 4.30 Townhall. le 
ELL, WILLIAM HENRY, and HAMILTON SABINE 
PASLEY, late Garlick hill; Printers aes 16 at 12 

> my oe ite ee a Ironm A 
Dav: onger Aug 

16 So 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

> GzozGE, Bi Yorks, 
11 Off Rec, 74. New 
Witt Heap, Clarence gs 

Dealer Ang 15at12 No i¢ Room, 


China 
81, 8t —— 
wire Reem eintine rare se 
* 


New Cross, Grocer 
Aug Teenn Ue Victoria st, Westminster 
Hrreg, TH 


arket Hall, West 
BERT, Ew heal Cowkeeper ud 16 at 3 


67, , Duke st, Whi st, Whi! ” 
UBBARD adeand 
15 at 1t Didge, Lincoln's in 
a ad 14 


ARSHALL, JOHN, eee ee 
ais ‘ni 1 Bich vmnt, Notting’ 
orr ord, Engineer A ‘Aug ii at 12 119, 


| oY 
Pansene, eon ar Oemaae Saffron Walden, 


Essex, 
te at 12 Off Rec, 5, 
Pett , Oam 


Poo Joun Boot Dealer 
orang 16 at 8 Ol Of Hc, a Vic iodo Liverpool 

HARROCKES, J. EDWIN, ih renee 
Aug 15 nt 8.50" The Townhall, 


Sruapson, W: saxaet Oidhesn, Caster Aug t4at3 Off 
Ree, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Oldham 
SNE wat 2 Oounty © Essex, Baker Aug 18 
at2 ty Court, Southend 

ELL, FREDERICK, Pendicton, Lancs, Jobmaster 
oe 13at3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
——— 


ALKER, Baker st, Enfield, Grocer Aug 15 
aii” Net 16 Room, and 31, St. Switbin’s lane 


Wa som, Joun, Satchw: Bethnal Green rd, Box 
—— Aug wee 12 88, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Warp, Epwin Tuomas, Handsworth, Staffs, iate 
Timber Merchant Augiéatii 25, ore row, 
Birmingham 

a me ac 

ATTwoop, Jaw Wavaheny ton, seontenster 
Wolverham ton Pet Ai "Ord Aug 

AvgERY, Perer. Stockton on ‘Fitter ‘Stockton 


on Tees Pet Augt Ord Auge 
Baaquors, GsorGE ALBERT, and bean Baaumonr, 
New Mills, York pt Lay Spianers Huddersfield 
Pet July 30 Ord A 
rz Epwatn, ‘Halifax, Yorks, Butcher Halifax 
1 
wor! are ALFRED. oe Tobacconis’ 
Oldham t Aug 1 Ord 
ELuiorT, Henry WILLIAM, Bromhel: 1, Herne, Kot, 
) ome Desler Canterbury Pet Aug 2 


vane, Tons, Pentre, Glam, Draper Pontypridd 

Pet Augi 

FLEMING, Firz-JAMEs. Shoracliffe, Kent, Oapt 6th 
Dragoon Guards Oanterbury Pet Junet Ord 


mw, CHA poms, Ldnceia, Plumber Lincoln Pat 
duly 8° Ord Aug 2 
Sinton Fetay Out aaat ee Om 
Aug 
DAY, 1 % land, , | aE Carlisle 


me ->~ 
July is Ord yy 1 
Heumes, BERT, Keswick, Oowkee Cocke: 
mouth and Workington Pet Aug Ord Aug i 


JONES, Mma! Doldre, Trega 
Oarmarthen Pot July st Ord Aug? 
Lanc Many. Stanley, nr Liverpool, Licensed 
Vv ler Liverpool Pet July 31 Ord Au ies 
Pappison, Henry RUSSELL, Saffron Walden. 
form: ormecty pamae Cambridge Pet July 11 7 
Surranrreco, Henry GEoRGs, Bemagate, Fisherman 
Canterbury Pet Augi , Aug 
Tass agi Ord = Bay, Denbigh, Painter 
ug t 
Wrrooms, ao, Houractneuth, Fishmonger Poole 
Pet Aug 2 "Ord Aus 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED, 


Hares, Samvet Lov: Redcross st, Barbican, 
Wholesale Clothier High Court Adj May 31 
Anonul July 31 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Aug, 13,—Mr. T. @. WHARTON, at the Mart, E.C., at 
3 ae Property (see advertisement, Aug. 3, 

ab 13.—Messrs. bf kp & QOLARKE, at the Mart 
a ‘ Leascholi 'P: : 


, at 2, Freehold and Properties (see 
advertisement, July 27, p. 4). 


wae — — 


The Subscription to the Soutorrors’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 263.; Country, 283.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes hound at the 
office—cloth, 2s, 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

All. letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
Bb the name of the writer. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 


Labor omnibus unus-—Geor rgicon, Lib, IV. 


ALEXANDER CROSSMAN, Esq. (Messrs, Crcssman & Prichard), 16, Theobald’s- 
road, W.C. 


’ 


Doveras Gantn, Esq. (Mesers. Pembertcn & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 
inn, W.C. 


HEXRY FDWAED GRIBBLE, Esq. 


Pedford-row, W.C., and 19, Parliament-street, S 


JOHN ARTHUR ILIFFE, Esq. (Messrs. lliffe, Henley, & Sweet), 4 Bedtord- ‘Tow, W. C. 


The OBJECT OF THE SOCIETY is to enable Solicitors, by co- operation 
smong themselves, to ensure the highest efficiency in all branches of their Law 
Stationery work, and to share in the profits arising therefrom. 
referential cumulative dividend, 
a) Shareholders and (+) Customers, bein 
(less payments), until the 


After setting aside a reserve and a 6 per cent. 
e PROFITS are divided between 
Bolicitors whcse accounts amount to £100 per annum 


12, NEW COURT, 


Meesrs. Torr, Jevewsy® Gribble, & Oddie), £8, 


"DIRECTORS: 


Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 
FRANK ROWLEY PARKER, 


whole residue. 

In addition, LIBERAL 
and the — supplies 
before deli 

ce 
SHIRLEY. 


ng 








RICHARD PENNINGTON, Esq. 
64, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


GEORGE EDWAkD LAKE. Esq (Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square, 


Esq. (Messrs. Sharpe, Parkers, Pritchard, & Sharpe), 


is} New-court, Carey-:treet, W.C., and 9, Briige-street, Westminster, 


(Messrs. Cookson, Wainewright, & Pennington), 


former haver received 12 per ‘cent. in all, after which such Customers take the 


DISCOUNTS are allowed, as shewn inthe Price List, 
goods on account and without requiring payments 


Lists forwarded post-free on application to the Secretary, W. H. §, 


CAREY STREET, W.C., axpv 49, BEDFORD ROW, W.C. 








ALUATIONS for PROBATE, &.— 
Messrs. WATHERSTON & SON * (Licensed 
Valuers). 12, Pall Mall East, 8.W.., offer their services 
to the Profession in the case of Gold,: Silver, 
Jewellery, and objects of Art and Value. 
[TF you want Money without Fees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
O. CLIBURN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
treet. 





OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, ‘Bolici- 
tors, €c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & O.. 136, 
Strand, and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES 
or smaller collections of Books, in town cr country, 
gixing the utmost value in cash; also value for 
TE. Experienced valuers promptly sent. 
Removals without trouble or expense to sellers. 
Established 1816. Telegraphic Address, Bookmen, | 
London. Code in use, Unicode, 


LONDON GAZETTE, (pubiished by authority) end 
LONDON and NTRY ADVERTISEMENT | 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, rent 


8TR 
ENBY GREEN, 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forme 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 
N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 
strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped 
forms for-advertisement and file of ‘* London Gazette ”’ 
kept. Bvappointment. 





Advertisement Agent,| 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE je MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majentt. the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, —— of London, &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S CSUNSBL AND BARRISTERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


AW UNION FIRE and Lis INSU- 
RANCE COMPAN 
a bog = oly 1854. 


Office 
126, comereeene “LANE, ‘LONDON, W.C, 


y Bra 
1, ROYAL EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.O. 
LIFE DEPARTMENT. 
attention is drawn to the following 
am oy _ 

. The Borus nent to Policies on young lives at 
ths i division of profits amounted to £75 for every 

Soamuae oe d during the Quinquennium. 
8 are payable immediately on proot of death | 





| 





and title 
8. The Premiums are moderate. 
FIRE DEPARTMENT. 
Loeses settled promptly and liberall 
Private Houses and ‘eclesiastical “Buildings, if 
brick and tiled or slated, and free from hazardous 
surroundings, insured at @ premium of 1s. 6d. for 


1 
Household Furniture in houses of similar construc: | 
n at a premium of 2s, per cent, 
Loans on Reversions and Life Interests. 
Reversions p 
Annuities 


ited, 
McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 





G 


ons 1s., b =e W. 4H. 8: 
aie y Dom ° 


AW PHOTOGRAPHY.—Special Staff 
for Solicitors’ Work.—Invaluable evidence of 

Ancient Lights, Obstructions, heuidionta its, &c., Fac- 
similes of Plans, LC oar Signatures, &c.—For 
estimates and ‘a po in London and South- 
Eastern and Mi d Circuits, o opply to Mr. Law, 
Room 604, Royal Courts of Justice, ae, London ; 
Northern and North-Eastern Circui Mr. E. 
gg ® Silver-street, Halifax ; Oxtord Circuit, 
Mr. W. Taunt, Broad-street, Oxford; Western 
Cireutt, Mr. 8. WHITE, Castle-street, Readin Reading. 


ESSRS. JOHNSUN & DYMOND beg 

© announce that their Sales by Auction of 

oo atches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
So, re are Fag on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
an 


The ro of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees,| 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
o- -_ disposal of Property of deceased and other 
clien 

In consequence of the frequency of their sales) 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or small) 
quantities at short notice (if required). | 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses. 

Valuations for Probate or fer. Terms on ap-| 

plication to the City Auction Rooms (established) 
1793), 38 and 89, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Messrs, Johnson & Dymond beg to tad that 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, Piece! -1¢. 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the week) s 
Saturday excepted). 


ae a our e_ SOUEm or APART- 
wanout on 
ORDERS hanes STEM. 
The a. , bem. and most fibers Suits all. 
Founded A.D, 1868, 
Furnish direct from ay Manufacturer, from £10 to 


0,000. 
Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 
Catalogues, estimates, Press opinions, testimoniale, 


ost-free. 
F, MOEDER, 248, 240.8 & 450 ptemey court rd.,W. 
‘ALSO for HIRE 


TP) LORIDA.—A Married Se with 
10 years’ experience, the owner of orange 
bebe fruit farms, and splendid Jand for 
lanting, can receive a few more Young Gentlemen 
board and lodge with him for 12 months, and 
instruct them in e, Truck, and any bacep Harm 
ing; they may at once plant and work on their own 
and, which he has prepared for them, and out 
a him to Florida this Autumn.—For culars 
or personal interview, when photos can be seen, 
address, FLORIDA. Vernon Club, Park-place,~ St. 
James’s-street, 8.W. 


MNHE LAND OF THE VIKINGS. 


The Mail and Passenger St Steamer Rng pet 
phroughout b by electricity) sails from the bi for 
every Tuesday ae a at 7 o'clock, and 
from Bergen every Saturday Evening at 9 o’clock. 
P. e about 33 hours.’ Fares, £3 Single, £5 Re- 
turn, winding food. Guide fo Sem, 3s. 9d., post free. 
oe who wish to the beauties of the 
Norwegian Ooast should tenvel to Bergen, and from 
there by the Norwegian Coasting Steamers, every 
one of which sails in smooth water inside the Belt 
of Islands which fringes the Coast all the way to the 
North Cape, 
BORRIES, CRAIG, & OO., ) Agente, 
Newcastle-on- Tyne. 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND. 
LASGOW and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 

Route via Orinan and Caledonian Canals), 
Royal Mail Steamer COLUMBA or IONA from 
Glasgow Daily at 7 a.m., from Greenock at 8.50 a.m, 
conveying, in connection with his West := bland | 
Steamers, passengers for Oban, Fort ver- | 
ness, Lochawe, & ve, Gairloc och, Staite, Iona, eo tienes | 
Stornoway, &c. cial Guide, yt 6d. | 




















nan the owner, Tine al, "with ‘Map and i 
street, Glasgow, ‘ ” 


ESTABLISHED 18651. 

IREK BE 2 K BA Ll K,= 
Southampton-bi -lane. 
THREE per’ CENT. INTEREST allowed on 

Oo Sy: erable 0 on deman: 

TEREST on CURRENT 


r 
ACCOUNTS TS celculated on the um monthly 
bqiquoes, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
Exchange, Dividends, and ‘Coupons; and thepurchans 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, an Annuities. Letters of 


Credit and Circular Notes issued. 
The BIRKBECK AL LMANAOK, with full particu. 
lars, post-iee a on oppice 
FRAN RAVENSOROFT. ¥ Manager 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886 


BY AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the above Acta supplied on the 
shortest notice, 


Tho BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
MEMORANDA and ye ym OF ASSOCIATION - 
speedily printed in the r form for registration and 
distribution, SHARE © IFICATES, D er yttt a. | 


CHEQUES, &c. pono and prin 
SEALS designed audexecuted. No Charge for Sketches, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (ourne: 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
_Aanasl and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


HODGKINSON & CO.'S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 
and other PAPERS, 

THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS 
Can be obtained through all Stationers, 


TO H.B.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
RBAnD AND 00.8 Al SAUOE, 
sours. PRESERVED PROVISIONS, 


pottep MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PISS, also 


}SSENCE OF BKEF, BEEF TEA, 
[ UBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 


apparent a for . INVALID, 
CAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS 
ll, LITTLE STANHOPE STRERT, MAYFATB. 


ADOMS TUSSAUD & BOR 
Present EMPEROR of GERMANY, H. M. 
Seeniey: also the late Frederick III. Portrait Models 
of . C. 8. M.P. ; 
M.P., _ Bir Charles ‘Warren. 


les 
ore ast 

Orchestra, 3, C _1-¥ and 
>| oe ee iy 10 a.m. till i 10 p.m. Admission, 


18.5 





















































